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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTI ON AND STATE~ffiNT OF THE PR OBLEM 
A. Introduction . 
The many possible reasons for success or failure in 
speaking have been investigated for quite some time . 
Earlier researchers looked for correlates to speaking 
effectiveness in the areas of language usage , organization 
of ideas, voice usage and style of delivery. Findings, in 
general, were unrewarding in uncovering significant corre-
lations . Recent stu dies, on the other hand, have placed 
considerable emphasi s on the psychol ogical aspects of the 
individual . Specifically , individual personality traits 
have been the object of much research in an effort to learn I 
whether or not certain personality traits are related to 
speaking effectiveness and other communicative relation-
ships among individuals . Speech plays a most significant 
role in individual social adjustment and , in general , it can 
be said that a close relationship exists between speech and 
personality . 
As of 1960, one writer made the following statements: 
"Speech scores alone are but measurements or 
judgments of t he outward manifestation of an 
inner disequ ilibrium •.. Because t h e ••• speech 
behavior is affected by emotional factors , by 
the dynamics of personality constellation, by 
attitudinal shifts which accompany situational 
changes , by unique reaction patterns and by 
1 
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2 !I 
rigid, distorted, or realistic levels of aspira-
tion or self-perception, these factors need 
analysis as much as or more than do the oral 
characteristics .u 1/ 
Recent theoretical formulations and research seem to 
indicate that each individual's perception of himself is of 
ultimate psychological significance in his organized 
behavior, that behavior is to a large extent regulated and 
organized by how one perceives himself and what a person 
2/ 
believes about himself.-
studies of therapeutic changes in client-centered 
therapy have indicated that a basic element of change in 
the measured acceptance of and respect for self , from the 
beginning to the end of therapy, is reflected in the direc-
tion of greater congruence between the actual-self concept 
(the way in which an individual perceives himself as he 
thinks he is) and the ideal-self concept (the way he per-)/ 
ceives himself as he thinks he would like to be.) Further , 
it can be said that as individuals approach better psycho-
logical adjustment and integration and the discrepancy be-
tween the actual-self concept and the ideal-self concept is 
reduced (the self becoming better accepted and more 
! 
! 
i 
I 
I 
I 
_!I Albert T. Murphy , nsome Brief Notes On A Self- Theory of 
Stuttering", (Cornell University Lecture Series in Speech 
Pathology) , April, 1960, (Mimeographed), 24pp., p .l. 
2/ Carl R. Rogers , Client-Centered Therapy, Houghton-Mifflin 
Company, Boston, 1951, 560pp., p . 481-524. 11 Carl R. Rogers and Rosalind F . Dymond , Psychotherapy and 
Personality Change, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 
1954, 447pp., p . 121-165. 
il 
I 
II 
-~~ - -----,__ - --~ ---~==~======================================-~4-~ 
I; 
I 
3 
realistic), there is a definite change in the direction of 
greater congruence between measured actual-self concepts 
and ideal-self concepts . The resultant formulations are 
that (1) a low level of congruence between the actual-self 
concept and the ideal-self concept reflects a high degree 
of self-dissatisfaction and, conversely, (2) a high level 
of congruence between the actual-self concept and the ideal-
self concept reflects a high degree of self-satisfaction, 
personality adjustment and integration. 
1/, 2/, 3/, ~/ 
Other studies - - - have indicated that 
individuals react to reality as they perceive it, that a 
definite relationship exists between the way an individual 
feels about himself and the way he feels about other per-
sons . In other words, an individual who holds negative 
feelings toward other people in general tends to hold 
negative feelings about himself . The behavior of the 
individual is characterized by the way he feels about others 
,!/ Rosalind F . Dymond , "Adjustment Changes over Therapy 
from Self-Sorts," Psychotherapy and Personality Change, 
University of Chicago Press, 1954, 447PP• p. 75. 
2/ Esselyn c. Rudikoff, nA Comparative Study of the Changes 
In the Concepts of the Self , The Ordinary Person, and the 
Ideal in Eight Cases, 11 Psychotherapy and Personality Change, 
University of Chicago Press, 19-?4-, 41-1-7pp., p. d5. 1/ Manuel J. Vargas, nchanges in Self - Awareness During 
I 
1: 
I 
Client-Centered Therapy,'' Psychotherapy and Personality 1 
Change, University of Chicago Press, 1954-, .~~7pp., p. 145. 
!!;/ Thomas Gordon and Desmond Cartwright, ''The Effect of 
Psychotherapy upon Certain Attitudes Toward Others," 
Psychotherapy and Personality Change, University of Chicago 
Press, 1954-, 44 7pp., p. lb7 . 
, .. 
lj 
I! 
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and by the way he feels others perceive him. As the nega- 1 
tive feelings become more objective or positive, the feelings 
about others change in a similar direction . Such changes 
are probably not universal . 
It is possible, of course, that these changes in per-
ception are peculiar to the process of client-centered 
therapy and/or to the type of patients on which such 
studies were based, primarily individuals with minor to 
moderate personality difficulties in the neurotic range of 
disorders . It is, on the other hand, equally possible, as 
noted above, that such modifications of the self-concept 
I 
may be basic formulations of adjustive change. 
B. Statement of the Problem . 
This study was designed to ascertain the relationships 
of the self - concepts of better and poorer speakers among 1 
college students enrolled in a basic course in public speak-
ing . Using the Q-technique , the specific purposes of this 
study were to attempt to answer the following questions: 
1 . Will differences be found in a comparative 
analysis of the self-perceptions of better 
and poorer speakers? 
2. How does the actual-self concept compare 
with the ideal-self concept of both better 
and poorer speakers? 
3 . How does the actual-self concept compare 
with the nHow I think others see mett con-
cept of both better and poorer speakers? 
~~-~==============================~=- __ , 
I 
4· Do better speakers have personality traits 
distinguishable from poorer speakers as 
measured by Q-sorts? 
S. What inferences may be drawn from the results 
of this study in regard to the psychodynamics 
of better and poorer speakers? 
6. Do t he results of this stu dy have any implica-
tions for improved curriculum practices? 
c. Justification. 
s 
From the late 1920's to the present, many authorities 
in the field of speech education have written about the 
relationship between speech and personality. Quotations 
such as those which follow may give the reader some idea 
of the tenor of this trend: 
"Speech and personality grow, develop, differentiate, 
and become refined together. Speech is a phase of 
personality. Genu ine speech i mprovement depends 
upon personality i mprovement. Any limitation in the 
means of expression and communication correspond-
ingly stifles and distorts personality. Communica-
tion is what makes personality possible.nl,/ 
ttrt (speech) must be cultivated as a means for 
bringing stability in human relations.''~/ 
1/ El wood Murray, The Speech Personality , J. B. Lipp incott, 
Ne w York, 1937, P• 8. 
2/ Marie Hochmuth, nspeech and Society1', Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondar1[ School Principals, 
Volume 32, January, 194t1, P• 33· 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
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"Behind the obvious external differences between 
effective and ineffective speakers are substantial 
differences in gene r al personality ••• their attitudes 
and adjustments toward other people , toward them-
selves and toward other elements of their 
environment . "!I 
nspeech is intuitively interpreted by normal human 
being s as an index of personality expression ••• 
owing to the possibility of detecting conflict and 
other symptomatic reactions in speech, language 
behavior becomes a suggestive field for research 
in problems of personality ••• the voice is in some 
way a symbolic index of the total personality . 11 2l 
" · •• Only within the l ast two decades has our 
nation given any serious attention to ••• the loss 
to the individual and to society when speech fails 
as an instrument of cornmunication . 11 ..2,l 
"Generally speaking , so far as the individual ' s 
self evaluation and intimate personal adjustments 
are concerned , a spe ech defect tends to be primarily 
frust r ating and demoralizing ••• Aggression, 
hostility and resentment are among our most common 
reactions to signifi cant f r ustration and they are 
to be found accordingl7, among children and adults 
frustrated in speech . "!!/ 
!I Howard Gilkinson and Frankl i n Knower, "Individual 
Differ ences Among Students of ·Speech As Revealed by 
Psychological Tests" , Quarterly Journal of Speech , Volume 
26 , April , 1940 , pp . 243 -255 . 
?:.I E . A. Sapir , ttspeech as a Personality Trait' , American 
Journal of Sociology , Volume 32 , 1927 , pp . 892-905 . 
'J./ Mildred Freburg Berry and Jon Eisenson , Speech 
Disorders , Appleton-Century- Crofts , Inc ., New York, 
1956 , p . v . 
~~ American Speech and Hearing Association Committee on 
the Midcentury White House Conference , "Speech Disorders 
and Speech Correctionn , Journal of Speech and Hearing 
Disorders , Volume 17 , No . 2, 1952 , p . 135 . 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I' 
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ttspe ech or oral commu ni cation is the basic to o~ by 
which an individual relates to others around h~m . 
It is a well known fa c t that any interf erence in 
the efficient use of this tool seriously handicaps 
the adequacy of est ablishing interpersonal 
relationships . "l/ 
As can be seen from the f oregoing quotations , the 
relationships between speech and personality are broa d 
and pervasive . Because speech plays a most significant 
role in individual so cial adjustment and be cause , in 
general , there appears to be close relationships existing 
bet ween speech and personality , a study of this kind 
seemed to b e justified . 
The launching of this study is further justified by 
the finding s of other investigat or s who undertook research 
to determine personality and sp e ech relationships and 
?:.1' 2.1' ~/ .5.1 found that relationships do exist. 
=-,-=#:-==-
1/ Stanley H. Ainsworth , "The Education of Children with 
Speech Handicaps , n Education of Exceptional Children and 
Youth , (Edited by William M. Cruickshank and G. Orville 
Johnson) , Prentice- Hall , Inc ., Engl ewood Cliffs , New Jersey , 
19.58 , P • 386 . 
?:.1 Howard Gilkinson and Franklin G. Knower , 1'A Study of 
Standardized Personality Tests and Skill in Speech , " Journal 
of Educational Psychology , Vol . 32 , 1941 , pp . 161-175 . 
]./ Eugene C .. Chenoweth , "Adjustment of College Freshmen I; 
to the Speaking Situation, tt Quarterly Journal of Speech, 1: 
Vol . 26 , 1940 , pp . 58.5 -588 . 1 
I' ~/ Forrest H. Rose , "Training in Speech and Changes in 
Personality , " Quarterly Journal of Speech , Vol . 26, 
1940 , PP • 193-195 • 
.5_/ Daniel Turner , "A Stu dy of Speech Effectiveness and 
Personal and Social Adjustment Among Ninth Grade Pupils , " 
Speech Monographs, Vol . 2.5 , 19.58 , p. 97 , abstracted , unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, Boston University , 19.57 . 
!I 
l! 
i! 
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From these studies it can be said that better speakers 
tend to be better adjusted personally and socially than 
poorer speakers and that a sharp difference in speech skill 
is evident between the two groups. However, these findings 
were revealed through various paper-and-pencil tests and 'I 
projective tests, while self-concept studies in speaking 
effectiveness are practically non-existent. 
Further justification for this study is that the data 
gathered may be helpful in assisting teachers of speech to 
aid students to overcome, alleviate, or prevent fears of 
speaking and to develop confident attitudes toward speaking. 
The study may prove helpful in developing more effective 
techniques with which to teach speech and/or to help the 
speech frightened individual. 
Finally , it can be said that this study is a portion 
of some patterned research being conducted within the 
Bost on University Speech and Hearing Center. One self-
concept study in the area of stuttering recently was com-
pleted.!/ Another self-concept study concerned with the 
hard-of-hearing is in process.~/ 
1/ Vincent Wallen, A Q-Te chnique Study of the Self-
Concepts of Adolescent Stutterers and Non- Stutterers, un-
published doctoral dissertation , Boston University , 1959. 
~/ Henrietta Gordon , A Q-Te chnique Study of the Self -
Concepts of the Hard-of-Hearing , a doctoral dissertation 
in process at Boston University , 1961. 
9 
D. Scope. 
This study attempts to investigate the self-concepts 
and personality traits of two groups of college students 
with varying degrees of speaking ability. Thirty better 
speakers and thirty poorer speakers comprised the two 
groups . These sixty speakers qualified to become subjects 
in this study from a larger group of two hundred college 
students, non-speech majors , enrolled in a required course 
in public speaking at Northeastern University, Boston, 
Massachusetts during the fall and winter terms of the 
1959-60 academic year . The students who participated in 
this study were assumed to be at least of normal intelli-
gence since they were students in an accredited university . 
Students who had any known speech defects were excluded 
from this study. 
It was necessary to obtain some measure of the ability 
of the students to express t h emselves through speech. For 
this purpose , three types of speeches were selected for 
each student to deliver. These were: 1) Impromptu, 
2) Extemporaneous Speech to Inform, and 3) Extemporaneous 
Speech to Convince. Each of these speeches was rated us ing 
1/ 
the Bryan- Wilke Speech Scale.- The two comparison groups 
1/ Alice I. Bryan and Walter H. Wilke, "A Technique for 
Rating Publi c Speeches,n Journal of Consulting Psychology, 
Vol. 5, PP• 88-89 , 1941 . 
I 
! 
I 
I 
: 
I 
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10 
were selected on the basis of the ratings obtained , such 
procedure to be discussed in Chapter III . Finally, com-
parisons of the self-concepts of the two research groups 
were compared . 
Chapter II reviews the literature pertinent to this 
research; Chapter III, the methods and procedures utilized; 
Chapter IV, the presentation and analysis of the findings . 
The final chapter includes the summary and conclusions. 
li 
I 
1: 
L_ ____________________________ -------------------------·----------------------~--- -----
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
Introduction . Educational and psychological research 
of the preceding thirty years has included many studies 
which attempted to evaluate the quality as well as the 
quantity of skill displayed in a great variety of 
behavioral situations . Su ch evaluations depend largely 
upon the subjective judgment of observers who make use of 
one or more of established rating techniques. 
The review of related concepts and research for this 
li li 
I 
particular study will be presented in the following order: 1 
1. The Self-C oncept 
2 . Th e Self - Concept in Client - Cent ered Therapy 
3. The Self - Concept in Research in Speech 
4. Research in Speaking Effectiveness as 
Related to Personal Adjustment 
5. Rating Scales as a Measuring Device for 
Research Purposes 
Historical Review of Rating Scales 
Used for the Measurement of Speak-
ing Effectiveness 
Rating Scales in Speech Research 
The Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale 
6. Q-Techniqu e . 
11 
I 
I 
I! 
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The Self-Concept . In the fields of Philosophy and 
I 
Theology , the nself" has been of concern for a good many li 
year s . Down through the centuries such philosophers as li 
Kant and Schopenhauer have been concerned with this concept . 
1/ 
It was they , says Symonds , - who wer e responsible for li 
1: establishing the distinction bet ween the "I•• and the ''Me", 
the subjective and objective meanings of the self . 
Schopenhauer continued the thought and discussion pertain-
ing to the dichotomy established by Kant . 
2/ 
Symonds- also indicates that William James , who may 
have been influenced by the philosophical tradition of Kant 
and Schopenhauer , was responsible for bringing this dis -
tinction within the scope of psychological science . James 
also recognized two distinct aspects of self which he called 
the "I" and the "Me" . He regarded the "I" as the observer 
or knower, that aspect of self that perceives the world 
about it and reacts to the world . On the other hand, the 
tt Met was regarded as the self observed. According to this 
viewpoint , the tti'' can observe , among many other things , 
the "Me", that is , one's own self . The self can become an 
object of awareness and value . 
1/ Percival M. Symonds , The Ego and the Self, Appleton-
Century-Crofts , Inc ., New York , 1951, p . 3 . 
~~ Ibid ., P • 3 . 
li 
I 
I 
I 
li 
li 
II 
I 
I 
13 
In modern psychology t~i term self has come to have 
two distinct meanings also .- On t he one hand it is defined 
as the person ' s attitudes and feeling s about himself and , 
on the other hand, it is re garded as a group of psychologic-
al processes which govern behavior and adjustment. The 
first meaning may be called the self - as - object since it 
denotes the person ' s attitudes , feelings , perceptions and 
evaluations of himself as an object . In this sense , the 
self is what a person thinks of himself . The second mean-
ing may be called the self - as-process . The self is a doer, 
in the sense that it consists of an active group of pro-
cesses such as thinking , remembering and perceiving . 
Some psychologists have adopted the convention of 
using the term ego when they wish to refer to the group of 
psychological processes and to reserve the term self for 
the person ' s system of conceptions of himself . On the 
other hand , sometimes the terms are used in just the 
opposite sense from the one mentioned above, or sometimes 
one of them , either the~ or the self, is used to 
designate both the processes and object that is perceived . 
1/ Calvin s . Hall and Gardner Lindzey , Theories of 
Personality , John Wiley & Sons , Inc ., New York , 1957, 
P• 468 . 
1: 
F===9F================================~~~~~~~===~=~~~ --
ll 
The self, whether it be conceived as object or as 
process, or both, is not "a man within the breast" or soul; 
rather, it refers to the object of psychological processes 
or to those processes themselves, and these processes are 
assumed to be governed by the principle of causality. 
Stated differently, the self is not a metaphysical or 
religious concept; it is a concept that falls within the 
domain of a scientific psychology. 
1/ 
In a very deep sense, says Murphy ,- the fundamental 
process around which speaking, socializing and total 
behavior of persons revolves is the self-process. The self 
is regarded not as a thing , which would connote a topo-
logical entity similar to the psychoanalytic concepts of 
id and superego, but as an organismic process, a "self-
process" . 
The self-process consists of consciously or uncon-
sciously experienced feelings, thoughts, evaluations and 
wishes which relate to the individual's present, past or 
future concept of "me or mine" . The self-process operates, 
in conjunction with external stimuli (the environment), as 
the most important determinant of the individual's speech 
behavior and interpersonal adjustment, says Murphy. 
1/ Albert T . Murphy and Ruth M. FitzSimons , Stuttering and 
Personality Dynamics, The Ronald Press Company, New York , 
1960, PP• 115-116. 
I 
-
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The self-process has the purpose of maximum life and speech-
integration of the individual. The self-process is, in 
short, subjectivity, the feeling and apprehension of a 
person about himself and the world around him as experienced 
in terms of the needs of his self - structure. 
The self-process, then , is the quintessence of human 
behavior . A person may have not only conscious evaluations 
of self or speech, but also evaluations of which he is only 
subliminally aware, plus evaluations which may be uncon-
scious. He may have a conscious perception of self which 
is self-enhancing, but he may also have an unconscious self-
percept which is derogatory . In other words, a person 's 
: 
I 
total self-image or speech self - picture may differ from the 
objective or actual-self . The greater the difference, the 1 
more nonintegrated or maladjusted the person will become. I 
Carl Rogers is identified with non-directive or client-
1/ 
centered therapy .- He originated and developed this method 
of psychotherapy and is so recognized in the psychological 1 
field. From his experiences as a client-centered therapist 
has evolved a theory of personality known as the ''Self 
Theory''· Influenced philosophically by John Dewey and in 
clinical psychology by Leta Hollingworth at Columbia Univer-
sity in the late 1920's , Rogers was originally eclectic. 
!/ Calvin s . Hall and Gardner Lindzey , op . cit ., p. 475 . 
I 
Later, in the 1930's, as director of the Rochester Guidance 
Center, Rogers was influenced by Otto Rank , the psycho- I 
analyst, who had broken away from the orthodox teachings of 
Sigmund Freud . In 1940, Rogers left the clinical setting 
and entered the academic environment (Universities of 
Chicago and Wisconsin) • This move provided Rogers with an 
opportunity to make his views on psychotherapy more explicit, 
1/, 2/ 
which he did in various writings.- - II 3/ I 
According to Rogers, the Self Theory- contains several 
primary conceptual factors: (1) the organism which is the 
total individual, (2) the phenomenal field which is the 
totality of experience and (3) the ~ which is a differ-
entiated portion of the phenomenal field and consists of a 
pattern of conscious perceptions and values of the nrtt or 
ttMe". The organism possesses the following properties: 
(1) it reacts as an organized whole to the phenomenal field 
in order to satisfy its needs ; (2) it has one basic motive , 
namely , to actualize , maintain and enhance itself and (3) 
it may symbolize its experiences so that they become 
conscious , or it may deny them symbolization so that they I 
i l/ Carl R. Rogers , Counseling and Psychotherapy, Houghton- : 
Mifflin Company, Boston, Mass., 1942. I 
2/ , Client-centered Therapy, Houghton-
Mifflin Company, Boston, Ma ss., 1951. 
~/ Calvin s . Hall and Gardner Lindzey, op. cit ., p . 478 . 
I 
I 
I! 
I' 
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remain unconscious , or it may ignore its experiences. The 
phenomenal field , says Rogers, has the property of being 
conscious or unconscious , depending upon whether the ex-
periences that constitute the field are symbolized or not. 
The self, which is central to Rogers ' personality 
theory, has many properties some of which are: (1) it 
developes out of the organism's interaction with the en-
vironment; (2) it may introject the values of other people 
and perceive them in a distorted fashion; (3) the self 
strives for consistency; <4) the organism behaves in ways 
that are consistent with the self; (5) experiences that are 
not consistent with the self-structure are perceived as 
threats and {6) the self may change as a result of matura-
tion and learning . 
These concepts and their interrelationships are fully 
discussed in a series of nineteen lengthy propositions 
1/ 
formulated by Rogers.- Although it is impractical to pre-
sent these propositions here , it is advisable to consider 
the self-concept somewhat further as it relates to the 
theoretical framework for the current investigation. 
11 carl R . Rogers , op. cit., pp. 483-524. 
I' 
I' 
I 
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The Self - Concept in Client - Centered Therapy . The point 
of view which provides the basi c theoretical framework for I 
the present study and which has made the self-concept a more 
basic and integral part of personality schema than any 
other , is that of carl Rogers , as discussed in the previous 
section . It pictures the end point of personality develop -
ment as being a basic congruence between the phenomeno-
logical field of ~JPerience and the conceptual structure of 
the self . Rogers- postulates that every individual exists 
in a continually changing world of experience of which he 
is the center and that the only person who fully knows his 
field of experience is the individual himself . According 
to this proposition , the person is the best source of in-
2/ 
formation about himself .-
I 
Rogers acknowledges that self - reports do not give a 
complete picture of personality nor do they divulge all of 1; 
the determiners of behavior . A person may , for example , be 
conscious of the reasons for his behavior , but may not be 
able to translate them into words that will convey what he 
wants them to , or he may not be conscious of all his ex-
periences , or he may be conscious of his experiences and 
may be able to verbalize them , but may be unwilling to do 
.!,/ Ibid • , p • 48 3 • 
g_j Ibid ., P • 494 · 
r-
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so . In spite of these shortcoming s , Rogers prefers to try 
to understand personality and behavior from the person ' s 
own frame of reference as it becomes manifest in the per-
missive , non-threatening setting of client - centered 
1/ 
therapy .-
Rogers feels that the organism reacts to the field as 
it is experienced and perceived and that the vast majority 
of behavior which is adopted by the individual is consist -
ent with the self - concept and it is this which gives the 
self-concept stability to guide and direct behavior . His 
formulation , more specifically , of the self-concept is as 
2/ 
follows: -
liThe self - structure is an organized con-
figuration of perceptions of the self which 
are admissable to awareness . It is composed 
of such elements as the perception of one ' s 
characteristics and abilities; the percepts 
and concepts of the self in relation to 
others and to the environment; the value 
qualities which are perceived as associated 
with experiences and objects; and the goals 
and ideals which are perceived as having 
positive and negative valence . It is, then , 
the organized picture , existing in aware -
ness either as fi gure or ground, of the 
self and the self - in-relationship , together 
with the positive or negative values which 
are associated with those qualities and 
relationships , as they are perceived as 
existing in the past , present and future . " 
Ibid ., p . 482 . 
~~ Ibid ., p . 501 , P • 507 . 
i i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Rogers believes that the changes in behavior of the 
organism keep pace with the changes in the organization 
20 
of the self , and that behavior continues to be consist ent 11 
with the self - concept and behavior alters as the self-
concept alters . Rogers postulates further that psycho-
logical adjustment exists when the concept of the self is 
such that all of the sensory and visceral experiences of 
the organism are , or may be , assimilated on a symbolic level 
I 
1. 
into a consistent relationship with the concept of the I 
1/ 
self .- He purports that psychological maladjustment exists 
when the organism denies to awareness the significant 1 
sensory and vi s ceral experiences which consequently are not 
symbolized and organized into the configuration of the 
2/ 
self - structure .- When this happens , there is said to be a 
basic or potential psychologi cal tens ion . 
According to the above postulations and definitions, 
it has been theorized that a high degree or a high level of 
congruence between the self - struc ture and the field of ex-
perience reflects a favorable adjustment of t he organism; 
conversely , a low degree or a low level of congruence re -
fleets unsatisfactory adjustment or maladjustment of the 
organism . 
1:,/ Ibid. , P e 513 
~~ Ibid ., P • 510 
I 
I' 
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The self - concept in recent years has experienced a 
r evival in popularity as an important psychological con-
struct . The self - concept occupies a central position in 
widely utilized behavioral schemas . Although many groups , 
social psychologists , for example , have recognized the 
self - concept and made use of it as an exploratory variable 
in investigating such concepts as role and status in 
attempting to formulate laws governi ng individuals in 
1/ 
groups ,- the concept has recei ved greater attention from 
clinical and counseling psychologists . With many of them 
the self - concept has been the framework for numerous re -
searches; they have been particularly concerned with re -
lating the aspects of the self - concept to levels of adjust -
ment and their corollaries . 
ll Percival Symonds , op . cit ., p . 2 . 
I 
li 
I: 
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The Self-Concept in Psychological Research. In the 
clinical field the self- concept has been the framework for 
several researches which have been concerned with relating 
the aspects of this concept to levels of adjustment and 
their corollaries . 
1/ 
Chase- attempted to measure psychological maladjustment 
with Q- sort data yielding six adjustment measures utilizing 
concepts of self , ideal - self and of the average other person . 
The study involved male hospitalized veterans with at least 
an eighth grade education . The "maladjusted'' group con-
sisted of three sub- groups : 1 ) 19 psychotics, 2) 20 
neurotics , 3) 17 patients with character or personality dis-
orders . The 11 adjusted" group consisted of 50 patients 
without evidence of psychiatric difficulties who were hos -
pitalized on medical or surgical wards . Using Pearsonian 
correlation and Fisher ' s 11 t 11 test of significance to deter -
. I mine relationships and differences among and between the 
I 
1 two groups , it was found that only measures containing the 
self - sort could discriminate a group of "adjustedtt from 
three groups of "maladjusted" hospitalized patients . The 
''maladjusted" patients saw themselves as being different 
1/ Philip H. Chase , "Self- Concepts in Adjusted and 
Maladjusted Hospital Patients" , Journal of Consulting 
Psychology , Vol . 21 , 1957 , PP • 495-497 · 
from their ideals and from their concepts of the average 
other person, while "adjusted" patients did not . Both 
"adjusted" and '~maladjusted" patients tended to hold 
similar conceptions of the ideal self and of the average 
other person . 
1/ 
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Brownfain- undertook a study to develop an operational 
measure of the stability of the self-concept and to demon-
strate that stability of the self -concept is a dimension 
of personality serviceable to the work of understanding and 
predicting behavior . The study involved sixty-two members 
of two men ' s cooperative houses at the University of 
Michigan . The men ranged in age from nineteen to thirty-
one , with a mean age of twenty- three , and in academic level 
from sophomore to graduate . The measuring instrument was a 
Self-Rating Inventory . The primary data consisted of 
several series of self-ratings on twenty- five personality 
variables obtained successively under different instructions. 
Under one set of instructions , the person gave himself the 
benefit of any realistic doubt he had about his standing on 
each inventory item, thus yielding a "positive" self-concept . 
]/ J . Brownfain , "Stability of the Self-Concept as a 
Dimension of Personality'' , Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psycholog~ , Vol . 47 , 1952 , pp . 597-606 . 
Under another set of instructions , the person denied himself 
the benefit of such doubt , thus yielding a "negative" self -
concept . It was also found that persons with stable self -
concepts are better adjusted than those with unstable self -
concepts . The better adjust ed persons showed a higher level 
of self - esteem, were freer of inferiority feelings and 
nervousness , better liked by the gr oup and saw themselve s 
more as they belie ved others saw them . 
1/ 
Hanlon,- using the Q-sort te chnique and the California 
I! 
I! 
li !I 
Test of Personality, investigated the relationship between I 
measures of a d justment and the congruence of the self-concept 
and ideal - self - concept in a sample of seventy-eight high 
school students , all male juniors in a Catholic school in 
Wilmington , Delaware . The mean age of the group was 16 .3 , 
with a range from 14 to 18 years . The mean I .Q., Otis-
II 
I 
Self- Administering Tests of Mental Ability , Intermediate , 
Form B, was 104 ~3 with a range from 77 to 140 . It was con-
cluded that the correlation between the self - concept and the 
ideal self - concept tended to be positive , therefore, an over-
all tendency toward a congruence of t he two concepts of the 
self . On the basis of such studies , it may be said that the 
self has been recognized as an increasingly important area 
1/ Thomas E . Hanlon , Peter R. Hofstaetter and James p . 
O'Connor , "Congruence of Self and Ideal Self in Relation to 
Personality Adjustment , Journal of Consulting Psychology, 
Vol . 18 , 1954, pp . 215-217 . 
-
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for psychological research . 
The Self-Concept in Spee ch Research. In the area of 
speaking effectiveness , there are but two self - concept 
studies to be found in the literature . Both of these were 
1/, 2/ 
conducted by Miyamoto , Crowell and Katcher .- - In the 
first study they investigated the relationship between self-
concepts of communicative skill and performance in group 
discussions . Thirty- seven students enrolled in an advanced 
undergraduate course in the psychology of personality served 
as subjects of the study. Two questionnaires, dealing with 
a person ' s skill as communicator and communicant, together 
with some biographical questions , were distributed to all of 
the subjects . Ratings of performance in three discussion 
groups were obtained, in which each member of a group was 
rated by himself and by his entire group. Correlational and 
categorical analyses revealed significant positive relation-
ship between self-descriptions of communicator skills and 
performance in group discussions , particularly in leadership, 
contribution to group decision , desire to do a good job and 
in keeping the group alert . The communicant questionnaire 
did not show any significant relationships to the same 
1J s . Frank Miyamoto , Laura Crowell and Allan Kat cher, ''Self 
Concepts of Communications Skill and Performance in Small 
Group Discussionstt , Speech Monographs, Vol. 22, No . 1, 
Mar ch , 1955, pp . 20-27. 
?:,/ , ''Self-Concepts of Communi-
cative Skill Among Beginning Speech Students'~ 1 Speech Monographs , Vol . 23, No . 1, March , 1956, pp . o6- 74 . 
i 
I 
II 
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variables. 
In the second s~udy, the same three aut hors investi -
gated the influence of a basic speech improvement course 
upon students• self-conceptions of speaking and listening 
abilities. Two questionnaires were specially devised for 
this purpose , and these were administered in speech classes 
at the beginning and the end of the course to measure 
changes occurring over a nine-weeks interval. A control 
group of introductory psychology students was tested at the 
same times. 
It was hypothesized that the speech students, because 
of their special training, would show greater increases in 
their self-concept scores than would psychology students. 
Insofar as the amount of change between the two testing 
times was concerned , no significant differences were ob-
served. However, item analyses of the questionnaires did 
reveal some interesting differences. Apparently , both 
groups increased scores between testing times, but on 
different items. Speech students increased their scores 
particularly on items referring to confidence in speaking 
before others, ability to persuade others and ability to 
express themselves in a clear and well-organized manner . On 
the other hand , psychology students reflected an increase of 
self-conception with regard to the clarity of their ideas, 
-
that is , in the identical content l y ing behind overt ex-
pression . The findings suggested that different kinds of 
27 
training may affect the self- conceptions in different ways, 
and the relatively small amounts of change between the first 
and second test further imply t hat self - conceptions reflect 
a fairly stable phenomenon , and that we shoul d not expect 
great changes in this variable due to contact with a ny 
single a cademic course . 
It was also hypothesized that students with high self -
concepts would perform better than those with low ones . 
This hypothesis was confirmed for speaking but not for 
listening . Finally , the item analysis of the communicator 
scale indi cated t hat those students with h i gh self - concepts 
of communicative skills have greater confidence than those 
with low concepts in ability to control their modes of ex-
pression . 
Other self-concept studies have been concerned with the 
problem of stuttering . In an exploratory study by Fiedler 
1/ 
and Wepman , - who used a Q- sort as a measuring instrument, 
the self-concepts of stutterers and non- stutterers were in-
vestigated and compared . No significant differences were 
1:,/ Fred E . Fiedler and Joseph M. Wepman, "An Exploratory 
Investigation of the Self - Concept of Stutterers'' , Journal 
of Speech and Hearing Disorder s , Vol . 16 , June , 1951 , 
pp . 110- 114 . 
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found . 2/ 
W-A-Y- technique 
1/ 
Zelen , Sheehan and Bugental- used the 
/as 
to study the self-concepts of stutterers. Using a basis the 
point of view that a fundamental goal in the treatment of 
stuttering is the alteration of the stutterer's attitudes 
and perception of himself , these three researchers examined 
the self - perceptions of t hirty stutterers of vary ing ages 
and compared this group wi th a group of 160 normal speakers 
of varying ages . They reported that t he self-percepts of 
the 30 stutterers yielded significant differences from the 
160 non- stutterers . Specifically , the stutterers were re-
ported to show more positive affect percepts than the non-
stutterers and more self-percepts involving group member -
ship . It was especially observed that the "group identifi-
cation" category was significantly greater for t h e 
stutterers because it included this self-percept: stutt erer . 
1/ Seymour L . Zelen , Joseph G. Sheehan and Jame s F . T . 
Bugental, ' Self - Perceptions in stutteringn , Journal of 
Clinical Psychology , Vol . 10, January , 1954 , pp . 70 - 72 . 
2/ Instructions for t h is test are as follows : 11 I don r t know 
you very well , and so I wonder if you would do something 
that will help me to know you better . Take this piece of 
paper and write three answers to the question I will ask you . 
Remember , write three answers to the question I will ask you . 
You may write anything you wish--words , phrases , sentences , 
so long as you satisfy yourself that you have answered the 
question three times . The question is: '\1~1lo Are You r?" 
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The comparison of the responses of the male and female 
stutterers did not reveal any si gnificant differences . 
Utilizing a scale of 100 self - descriptive statements , 
1/ 
Makres ' - exploratory study of the self-concepts of 
stutterers and non- stutterers yielded no significant differ-
ences between the two groups . 
2/ 
A Q- technique study by Wallen,- using the theoretical 
f r amework of self theory as it has evolved from experiences 
in client - centered therapy , investigated the level of con-
gruence of the self-concepts and personality traits of 
adolescent male stutterers and compared them with a similar 
group of non- stutterers . The subje cts used in this study 
were pupils who were attending the public and parochial 
s chools located within a 50 mile radius of Boston . Thirty 
stutterers were matched with 30 non- stutterers for the 
variables of age , I .Q., socio- economic status and school 
locale . 
1/ T . P . Ma kres , ttThe Self - Concept in Stuttering and Its 
Relationship to Speech Disturbance : An Exploratory Studyn, 
a paper presented at the 1958 convention of the American 
Spee ch and Hearing Association . 
2/ Vincent Wallen , A Q-Technique Study of the Self- Concepts 
of Adolescent Stutterers and Non- Stutterers , unpublished 
doctoral dissertation at Boston University , 1959 . 
--- - -~ 
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A diagnostic questionnai r e for the selection of 
stutterers and non- stutterers was developed by the author . 
The measuring instrument for the self-assessment was a 
Q- sort of 100 self - referant statements , a population of 
self - descriptive statements elicited from stutterers . The 
Q- sort was structured into six personality trait categories 
by a panel of five experts . The categories were: (1) Self -
Acceptance , (2) Independence , (3) Self-Reje ction , 
(4) Dependence , (5) Lack of Emotional Control and (6) 
Withdrawal . 
Each subject was asked to perform three specific self -
sorts : (l) the actual - self sort , (2) the ideal - self sort 
and (3 ) the "how I think others see men - self sort , along 
the continuum '•describes me the leastn to "describes me 
the most" . 
Correlation coefficients and Fi sher ' s z scores were 
used to represent the various relationships between the 
three self- concepts studied . From this study it was con-
eluded: (l) adolescent male stutterers exhibit a signifi - 1 
cantly lower actu al - self concept / ideal - self concept re -
lationship when compared to adolescent male non- stutters; 
(2) adolescent male stutterers exhibit a significantly 
lower actual - s elf concept/ideal - self concept relationship 
compared to their actual-self concept/"how I think others 
I 
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see men - self concept relationship; (3) adolescent male 
stutterers exhibit a si gnificantly lower actual - self 
concept/tthow I think others see me 1t - self concept relation- I 
ship compared to adolescent male non- stutterers; (4) adoles -
cent male non- stutterers exhibit a significant difference 
between their actual - self concept / ideal -self concept re -
lationship and their actual - self conceptf'how I think 
others see me" -self concept relationship, despite both 
relationships being significant ly higher than the 
stutterers'; (5) adolescent male stutterers exhibit 
significantly lower mean scores for the personality trait 
categories of Self -Acceptance and Independence and signifi -
cantly higher mean scores for the categories of Self - I 
Rejection and Lack of Emotional Control; and {6) adolescent 
male stutterers do not exhibit significantly different mean 
scores for the trait categories of Dependence and Withdrawal 
when compared to non- stutterers . 1 
One of the important conclusions drawn from the Wal len 
study is that self- concept theory is a useful and widely 
applicable framework for research in self -concept and 
personality trait studies with speech- handicapped and other 
groups . Also , a very important conclusion to be made from 
this Wallen study is that , contrary to several previous 11 
studies, stutterers exhibit significant differences in terms 
F==9F=================~~~~~=========== 
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of specific self-concept relationships and specific person-
ality traits in compar ison with non-speech handicapped 
persons . 
Research in Speaking Effectiveness as Re~ted to 
Personal Adjustment. It can be postulated that an individ-
ual reveals his true nature more precisely through his 
speech than through any other aspect of his behavior. 
Speech and personality have become accepted as correlates. 
In many instances , they, as terms, have been used 
1/ 
synonymously . Murray ,- for example , has made such state -
ments as these: 
"Speech is a phase of personality; genuine 
speech improvement depends upon personality 
improvement ••• (p . 8) communication is what 
makes personality possible ••• (p . 9) the 
essential basis for effective speech at all 
time s is the well - integrated and well-
balanced personality ; not only does personal -
ity depend upon speech as its chief means of 
social interaction while speech depends upon 
the well-integrat e d personality for its 
effectiveness , but speech training itself 
may serve as excellent personality therapy ••• 
(p.26) the chief medium for the carrying on 
of human relations , for cooperation, and 
integration , for proper evaluating, is 
speech; speech is a tool of adjustment • • • (P . l67) . 
For a bout the past twenty- five years the research in ~ 
speaking effectiveness as related to personal adjustment has 
!/ Elwood Murray , op . cit . 
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1/ 
been plentiful . Murray- compared the Bernreuter 
' 
Personality Inventory scores of 25 good speakers and 25 
poor speakers chosen from 125 college students on the basis I 
of instructors ' ratings. He found a large and significant 
difference in self-sufficiency, extroversion and dominance 
personality traits--all these differences being found in 
significantly greater degree in the good speakers as 
opposed to t h e poor speakers . 
2/ 
Rose- conduct ed an investigation to determine whether 
or not speech ma jors, prior to taking speech courses , 
differed from non- speech majors . He u sed 291 students, 145 I 
men and 146 women enrolled in beginning speech classes in 
nine colleges and universities and paired them individually 
on the basis of sex, type of college that they were enrolled 
in , (Liberal Arts , Education , etc .,) and semester in college, 
with 291 students who were not taking, and had not taken, 
any college speech course. All students were g iven the 
Bernreuter Personality Inventory at the beginning and the 
end of the semester. The following conclusions were drawn: 
1/ Elwood Murray, nA Study of Factors Contributing to the 
Mal-Development of the Speech Personality'' , Speech 
Monographs, Vol . 3, 1936, pp . 95-108. 
?:,/ Forrest H. Ro se, nTraining in Speech and Changes in 
Personality'~ , Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol . 26, April , 
1940, pp . 193-195 . 
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(1) Speech groups, in the colleges and universities studied, 
exhibited on the pre-test the same de gree of neurotic 
tendency exhibited by non-speech groups; (2) the speech 
groups showed a significant decrease in neurotic tendency; 
(3) the non- speech group showed a much slight er decrease 
I in neurotic tendency; (4) the two groups did not differ 
I significantly in the personality traits of self - sufficiency 
I 
! or dominance-submission , but the speech group made a slight 
increase in the dominance personality trait; and (5) both 
the speech and non-speech groups tested made a slight in-
crease in the trait of sociability . 
It should be noted here that there are some limita-
tions, as well as advantages , of the Bernreuter test . 
First, it can be used legitimately only in situations where 
the testee has no reason to attempt to get a better score I 
than he deserves . There is abundant evidence that a differ-
I 
ence in the set with which a person takes the test can and 
does affect his score . This means that the Bernreuter is 
of doubtful value in most if not all selection programs , 
but is much more satisfactory when used by educational 
agencies. The test could be used in an outpatient clinic, 
but not in a mental hospital situation where patients are 
I 
attempting to appear well in order to be released . The I 
Bernreuter test identifies general personality inadequacies 
better than it evaluates an individual's suitability for 
i 
I 
I, 
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particular jobs or life situations. Also , the ~unfavorable" 
scores on the test furnish more evidence for maladjustment 
t han the apparently ngood" scores furnish for superior !1 
adjustment . Finally , the large amount of over-lapping which 
validity studies have consistently shown between adjusted II 
and maladjusted groups should , of course, always be kep t in 
mind . On the other hand , the advantage that this test has 
over many others is that information based on 20 years of 
1/ 
experience has accumulated around it .- I 
2/ 
Chenoweth- conducted a study to investigate the factors 
related to personal adjustment of college freshmen to the 
speaking situation . He compared the Bernreuter Inventory 
scores of 100 well-adjusted speakers and 100 poorly adjusted 
speakers . The students • adjustment to the speaking situa- 1 
tion wa s evaluated by the instructors . The two groups were 
chosen by the instructors • ratings from among 877 subjects. 
It was concluded that the well -adjusted speakers showed 
significantly higher scores in the personality trait of 
dominance than did the poorly adjusted speakers . More 
1/ Leona E . Tyler , as reviewed in o. K. Buro s, The Fourth 
Mental Measurements Yearbook, The Gryphon Press, New Jersey , 
1953, PP • 77-78 . 
2/ Eugene c. Chenoweth , nAdjustment of College Freshmen to 
the Speaking Situation", Quarterly Journal of Speech, 
Vol . 26, December , 1940, pp . 585-588. 
~--~-------------------------------------------------------------------- -----
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I 
I 
specifically , 49 per cent of the well - adjusted speakers 
exhibited a bias toward the dominance personality trait 
while 30 per cent of the poorly adju sted speakers exhibited 
I 
I: 
I 
!I 
this trait . Also , 51 p er cent of the poorly adjusted I 
speakers revealed a propensity toward the personality trait 
of submission , as opposed to 25 per cent of the well - adjusted 
speakers who revealed this trait . 
1/ 
Gilkinson and Knowe r - used a number of personality 
tests in a series of studies comparing good and poor 
speakers at the college level . (The exact number of sub -
jects is not known to the writer . ) The investigators 
established their two study gr oups on the basis of general 
speaking effectiveness as determined by term grades and 
instructors ' rating s . The concl usions drawn from this in-
vestigation were that the average scores of the personality 
tests seemed to indicate a trend , on the basis of group 
comparisons , toward the good speakers being better adjusted 
socially than the poor speakers . 
1./ Howard Gilkinson and Franklin G. Knower , "A Study of 
Standardized Personality Tests and Skill in Speech" , 
Journal of Educational Psychology , Vol . 32 , March , 1941 , 
pp . 161- 175 . 
: 
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1/ 
Hunter- made a comparison between speaking effective-
ness and personality traits of 200 high s chool students . 
Using the Bernreuter Personality Inventory , Hunter estab- ! 
lished two comparison groups : (1) well - adjusted and (2) I 
poorly adjusted . It was found that extroverts were either 
extremely good or extremely poor speakers and introverts 
seemed to be less variable . Also , there was a tendency for 
the extroverts who were good speakers to be more proficient 
than the most proficient introverts . In spontaneous speak-
ing , extroverts were found to sp eak longer and to use more 
irrelevant words than the introverts . 
2/ 
Turner- did a study which involved 292 junior high 
school pupils whose speaking effectiveness was evaluated 
by four teachers and fifteen pupils in two extemporaneous 
speeches by means of the Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale . The 
personal and social adjustment of the two groups was 
measured by the California Test of Personality . Other 
measuring instruments included: (1) The I owa Silent Reading 
I~ 
1/ A. D. Hunter , A Comparison of Introverted and I 
Extroverted High School Speakers , unpublished master's 1 
thesis , Uni versity of Denver , 1934, as reviewed by F . H. ! 
Sanford in Psychological Bulletin , Vol . 39 , 1942 , 
PP • 811 -845 . 
~/ Daniel Turner , A Study of Speech Effectiveness and 
Personal and Social Adjustment Among Ninth Grade Pupils , 
unpublished doctoral dissertation , Boston Uni versity , 1957 . 
~! _______________________________________________________________ _ 
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Test; (2) The California Reading Test; (3) The California 
Language Test; (4) Teachers ' marks in academic subjects . 
From the 292 pupils , two groups were selected for study: 
75 good speakers and 75 poor speakers. It was concluded 
\ 
that good speakers were better adjusted personally and 
socially than were the poor speakers . The good speakers 
had better vocabularies , better reading comprehension and 
a better command of the language . Finally, the good 
speakers had significantly higher grade point averages in 
academic subjects than did the poor speakers . li 
In summary it can be said that individuals who tend to 
be better adjusted personally and socially tend to be better 
speakers. Although there is conflicting evidence, better ~ 
speakers seem to possess the personality trait of dominance 
whereas the poorer speakers appear more submissive . In 
addition , the better speakers seem to be more extrovert 
than the poorer speakers who appear to be more introvert. 
Although these conclusions seem warranted , it is important ! i 
to realize that , obviously , better and poorer speakers alike 
possess other personality traits : personality is not assumed 
to be encompassed by the traits indicated herein . Finally , 
from the evidence presented it can be seen that the postula-
tion that an individual reveals his true nature more pre -
cisely through his speech than through any other aspect of 
39 
his behavior has considerable merit . 
The Speaker's Attitude Toward Himself and His Audience ~ 
The attitude of the speaker toward himself and his audience 
in the speaking situation is another important factor that 
must be considered when talking about speaking effective-
ness and personal adjustment. More specifically, the 
effects of stage fright, or speech fear, on the speaking 
effectiveness of the speaker are important. Many beginning 
students in public speaking classes confess to a lack of 
confidence and disturbing feelings of fear in speaking in 
1/ 
front of groups . Baird and Knower- report that from 60 
per cent to 75 per cent of the students questioned in a 
survey of groups of college students revealed that nervous-
ness disturbed them in speaking and that over 30 p er cent 
considered it their most serious problem. There has been 
an abundance of research dealing with the feelings of fear 
and confidence of persons in public speaking situations. 
Perhaps the most extensive study has been that of 
2/ 
Gilkinson .- He indicated in his report that the teacher of 
1/ A. Craig Baird and Franklin H. Knower, General Speech: 
An Introduction, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1957, 
P • 114. 
2/ Howard Gilkinson , "Social Fears as Reported by Students 
In College Speech Classes", Speech Monographs, Vol . 9, 
1942, PP• 141-160. : 
~[-----------~------------~------------------------~ 
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speech has before h im a passing parade of students who 
adjust themselves with marked individual differences in the 
de gree of fear and confidence with which they confront their 
classmates. Gil ki ns on 1 s investigation was done with the 1 
main purpose of developing a me thod of securing reports from 
students on the feelings of fear and confidence experienced 
in speaking before their classmates. 
The experimental group was comprised of 420 men and 
women enrolled in the course Fundamentals of Speech at the 
University of Minnesota during the academic year 1941-1942. 
They were asked to describe their feelings before, during , 
and after speaking before a group . Gilkinson developed the 
scale entitled The Personal Report on Confidence as a 
Speaker. It includes: 1: 
1. Graphic Rating Scales: Two are provided . First , I 
there is a scale to rate feelings before the 
talk . The second scale is to rate feelings 
during the talk. 
2. Check List of Descriptive Terms: Twenty-two 
terms which the subject checks as descriptive 
of feelings before and during the talk. 
3. List of Descriptive Statements: One hundred and 
four statements of which fifty-four reflect 
••rear 11 and fifty reflect 11 confidence't. 
'---- ---------------
--
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The report was to be made within 48 hours after having 
spoken before the class and was to reflect as near as 
possible the students ' actual experiences in the recent 
spee ch . 
Scores based upon the odd- numbered descriptive state-
ments correlated . 87 with s cores based upon the even-
numbered statements . Corre ction by the Spearman- Brown 
formula for doubling the length of the material raised the 
correlation to .93 . Retest scores on 117 subjects secured 
after four months of speech training correlated .60 with 
the original score s . The Personal Report on Confidence as 
a Speaker (to be referred t o as the PRCS hereafter in this 
study) scores correlated .39 with ratings by teachers on 
general effectiveness and .41 with ratings by students. 
Groups of observers , composed of teachers and advanced 
students of speech , found more listlessness and nervousness, 
more lack of eye contact , lack of projection , lack of 
spontaneity and lack of facial expression as overt symptoms 
in the speech behavior of the students whose PRCS scores 
reflected fear than among those whose scores reflected 
confidence . 
The PRCS scores showed a moderate correlation with 
social adjustment , .46 for men and .58 for women on the 
Minnesota Personality Scale . There was a low but 
------=-
I 
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significant correlation with emotional stability, .30 for 
men and .34 for women . The women subjects exhibited more 
fear and less confidence in these reports than did the men. 
Over a period of four months of speech training , the sub-
jects showed a s ignificant reduction in fear as reflected 
in averaged PRCS scores . The initial scores correlated .60 
with final scores showing that , although the group as a 
whole seemed to acquire greater confidence during training , 
there is a strong tendency for the individual to keep the 
same relative position in the total distribution of scores . 
An adapted version of the Gilkinson PRCS scale was 
1/ 
that used by Emery .- He thought that the original scale 
II 
was too lengthy for practi cal classroom use and that there 
was an imbalance of fifty- four 1 fear" statements and fifty 
Uconfidence 11 statements . The number of items on the 
original scale was reduced and repetitious items were dis -
carded . The modified version of the original scale which 
was adapted for classroom use was named the Speaker's 
Rating Scale . Two hundred students , evenly divided between 
the eighth and eleventh grades were utilized o They rated 
themselves on a scale which measured their attitudes of 
li 1/ Richard M. Emery , An Evaluation of Attitudes of Fear 
II and Confidence in Speaking Situations at the Eighth and 
Eleventh Grade Levels , unpublished master's thesis, 
Boston University , 1951. 
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fear and confidence in oral report and speaking situations 
before their classmates . Emery conclu ded that both groups 
showed fear reactions and confidence reactions to the 
speaking acts , but the eleventh grade students tended to 
be more confident in speaking situations than were the 
eighth graders . There was no repor t on the validation of 
this p articular scale contained in the research . 
l/ 
A similar study was done by O' Connor- who used the 
same modified version of the Gilkinson PRCS scale with 
tenth , eleventh and twelfth grade students. From the 
rating s the following was revealed: 
Below confidence reaction : 
Before speech training 
lOth grade: 75% 
llth grade: 82% 
12th grade : 74% 
Marked fear reaction : 
Before speech training 
lOth grade: 
llth grade: 
12th grade: 
6% 
ll% 
ll% 
After speech training 
53~; 65% 
54% 
After speech training 
No such scores 6% 
2% 
It was concluded that the tenth grade , after a year's 
work and the second testing , had more confidence in the 
speaking situation than the eleventh or twelfth grade . 
li 
li 
Comparison at respective grade levels showed boys and girls 
!/ Richard W. O'Connor, Chan~es of At titudes of F ear and 
Confidence in SDeaking Situatlons at the lOth , llth and 12th 
Grade Levels , unpublished master ' s thesis , Boston University, 
1954. 
I 
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possessing approximately the same degree of fear and con-
fidence . 
From these three investigations, it can be seen t hat 
t h e student speaker enters the speaking sit uation with a 
marked degree of tension and nervousness or stage fri ght 
and that a certain amount of this is reduced through speech 
training . What are some of the factors which influence 1 
stage fright? It is to the consideration of this question 
that we now turn . 
1/ 
Sikkink- had 220 college students in beginning speech 
classes make voice recordings and report social fears at 
the be ginning and the end of a twelve week training period . 
Gilkinson ' s PRCS scale was us e d to report the social fears . 
The students were g iven the Minnesota T- S-E (thinking , 
social , emotional) Inventory for the purpose of obtaining 
an introversion-extroversion score . It was conclu ded that 
students who had improved in confidence had significantly , 
higher social extroversion scores than those students who ! 
had very little or no improvement in conf idence . Also , 
those who improved significantly in general effectiveness 
1/ Donald E . Sikkink , nAn Experimental Study of the 
Relationship Between Introversion-Extroversion (Minnesota 
T- S- E Scores) and Speech Improvementtt , unpublished master ' s 
thesis, University of Minnesota , 1951 , abstracted in 
Speech Monographs , Vol. 19 , No . l, 1952, p . 161 . 
I 
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had significantly lower thinking extroversion scores than 
those who did not improve in general effectiveness . 
1/ 
Using the Group Rorschach Test , Sheperd- investigated 
the differences between the responses of a group of 
students selected as relatively stage - frightened and 
relatively confident to the Rorschach Ink Blot test. Fifty 
students were selected from 167 students enrolled in speech 
classes at the Uni versity of Southern California . In their 
selection , by means of judges ' ratings and the PROS scale , 
the subjects were di vided into two groups. One group , 
consisting of 25 subjects was selected as being stage-
frightened ; another group of 25 was selected as confident . 
speakers . The two groups were then administered the 
Rors chach Test by means of the group method. The major 
finding of this study was that there were no statistically 
significant differences between the groups on any of the 
Rorschach scoring categorie s considered. 
1./ John R . Shepherd , ''An Experimental Study of the 
Response of Stage-Frightened Students to Certain Scoring 
Categories of the Group Rorschach Testn , unpublished 
doctoral dissertation , University of Southern California , 
abstracted in Spee ch Monographs , Vol . 20 , No . 3, 1953, 
p . 159. 
--
1/ 
Iverson- conducted an exploratory study for the 
46 
purposes of: {1) discerning gross similarities and differ-
ences in personality dynamics among three randomly chosen 
groups of subjects placing themselves along a continuum of 
fear - to - confidence by their answers to questions on the 
Gilkinson PRCS scale and (2) discerning gross similarities 
and differences in personality dynamics between men and 
women of these three groups . The author investigated the 
hypothesis that there were personality patterns under lying 
a range of confidence in publi c speaking situations . 
Three - hundred- eighty- one freshman students in Basic 
Communication classes were used as the initial population 
for the study . After having given a three to five minute 
pla t form speech before his classmates , each student - subject 
rated his own confidence in the speaking situation by com- I 
pleting the PRCS Scale. This rating placed each speaker at 
some point along a continuum among the group of 381 subjects. 
The resulting range of confidence was found to h ave a fre-
quency distribution which was only slightly positively 
skewed and was , therefore , considered as a statistically 
''normal" cur ve . 
1:,/ Norman E . Iverson , "A Descriptive Study of Some 
Personality Relationships Underlying a Range of Speaker 
Confidence , as Determined by the Themati c Apperception 
Testn , abstracted in Speech Monographs , Vol . 20 , No . 2 , 
1953 , pp . 123-124. 
: 
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From the range of confidence, 78 subjects were chosen 
at random for furthe r investigation . A group method of 
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) administration was used . 
Ten especially prepared slides were used to provide the II 
i 
standard TAT picture stimuli for the resulting written 1 
protocols. An experience record of each subject was ob- I 
tained for the purpose of estimating each person 's previous 
speech training and experience. It was concluded that stage 
fright, as determined by the Gilkinson PRCS , appeared to be 
a function of the peculiar and characteristic manner of 
resolution of conflict, and to a characteristically differ-
ent method of meeting internal and external demands imposed 
upon the self. It appeared to be the manner of resolution, 
and not the amount or severity of emotional conflicts and 
problems, that differentiated the fearful group from the 
confident group . The confident group consistently demon-
strated more flexibility in their adjustmental patterns and 
they were more versatile than the other two groups. The 
confident group met its conflicts by externalizing them, 
and by using an externalized adjustment for conflict reso-
lution. Further support for a generally-labile self energy 
pattern for the confident group was their greater scores 
for anxiety, affective lability, excessive moralizing , 
superficial religiosity and bizarre fantasy. 
---
·--
48 
The fearful group demonstrated further evidence for 
differentiating self patterns by their withdrawal defense 
mechanism, higher scores for compul sive and depressive ! 
tendencies and lower scores for affective lability . They 
were inclined to internalize their conflicts by means of 
wi thdrawal and withholding of participation in social II 
activities . 
The normal group was characterized as one which showed 
slightly less sexual disturbance than the other groups and I 
considerably greater acceptance of society and social re-
lationships . They saw themsel ves as members of the tt in-
group'' of society more than either of the other groups and 
were more optimistic in their social relations . 
Irrespective of group affiliat ion , sex differences for 
this investigation showed that men were more extrapunitive , 
sexually ambivalent , murderously aggressive , restricted in 
self energy , suicidal and prone toward self-abasement than 
were women. Women , on the other hand , showed more oedipal 
striving , lability , withdrawal , anxiety , depression , guilt , 
bizarre fantasy and compulsion than did the men . 1 
.v Clevenger investigated the relationship of experienced 
!/ Theodore Clevenger , Jr ., An Analysis of Variance of the 
Relationship of Experienced Stage Fright to Selected 
Psychometric Inventories , unpublished doctoral dissertation 
at the Florida State University , 1958 . 
I! 
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stage fright to total psycholog i cal adjustment , intelli-
gence , manifest anxiety , speech experience and sex . The 
subjects consisted of 736 freshman students enrolled in a 
Fundamentals of Speech course at the Florida State Univer-
sity during the Fall of 1955-56 . On the first day of 
classes of each semester , each student completed the Speech 
Experience Inventory and the Manifest Anxiety Scale . Then, 
each student was provided an assignment sheet describing a 
short autobiographical talk due the following class meeting. 
Other instruments used were: 1) The Personal Report of 
Confidence as a Speaker; 2) California Test of Personality; 
and 3) American Council on Education test . It was con-
cluded from this study that ther e was no significant differ-
ence in the means of the scores obtained from the Personal 
Report of Confidence as a Speaker forms . A small, but 
significant , difference was noted for sex , the women tend-
ing to experience more stage fright than the men . There 
were large and highly si gnificant differences for both 
speech experience and manifest anxiety . The less experi-
enced speakers experienced more stage fright than the more 
experienced speakers , and the more anxious speakers ex-
perienced more stage fri ght than the less anxious speakers . 
I 
- -
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1/ 
In a study done by Drum- it was tested whether or not 
a lack of audience response would i ncrease stage fright . 
The theory that a lack of s ensory support (in this case : 
lack of audience response in a speaking situation) will re -
sult in an increase in emotion (in this case: stage fright) . 
Thirty college students were evaluated for stage fright by 
judges and the Gilkinson PRCS s cale in a situation where 
there was an audience and , again , where there was no 
audience . With maximum possible control of extraneous 
factors , no significant differences were observed by either 
method of evaluation between the two situations . 
From these reviews it can be seen that several factors 
seem to influence stage fright in individuals . The trend 
is toward a lesser degree of stage fri ght in the more con-
fident speaker and a greater degree of stage fright in the 
fearful speaker . Personality traits such as extroversion, 
dominance and self- sufficiency seem to characterize the 
confident speaker while submission , introversion and de -
pendency seem to characterize the fearful speaker. Also , 
the trend is toward the confident speaker being better ad-
justed personally and socially than the fearful speaker . 
];./ Dale D. Drum, "An Experimental Study of the Relation of 
Stimulation by an Audience to Stage Fright in a Speaker't , 
Speech Monographs , Vol . 25 , No . 2, 1958 , pp . 87-85 . 
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It can also be said, in summary, that the degree of stage 
fright experienced by an individual is reduced through 
speech training , and that a highly reliable measuring in-
strument for this is the Gilkinson Personal Report on 
Confidence as a Speaker Scale. 
Rating Scales as a Measuring Device for Research 
Purposes . The use of rating scales in research has re-
ceived considerable acceptance. There has been an equal 
amount of attention given to rating scales in the litera-
ture. Three major factors merit this attention: 1) the 
validity and reliability of rating scales; 2) the length 
of the rating scales; and 3) the complexity of the perform-
ance to be rated. The latter factor relates most specific-
ally to the rating of speech performance . 
One of the earliest comments concerning the validity 
and reliability of rating scales as an instrument of 
1/ 
measurement for research purposes came from Newcomb.- He 
concluded from the data of an early study that ratings may 
be accepted as valid provided that "there be several 
competent judges and that they have ample opportunity to 
observe the behavior being rate~'. Although Newcomb con-
siders the quantity of judges and the time that they have 
.!/ Theodore Newcomb , nAn Experiment Designed to Test the 
Validity of Rating Technique'' , Journal of Educational 
Psychology , Vol. 22, 1931, p . 279. 
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to do the rating as essential , Thompson7 on the other hand , 
concluded from his investigation that practice in rating 
did not materially affect the accuracy of the rater ' s judg-
2/ 
ment . Turney- found that "within reasonable limitstt the 
reliability of rater judgment was not. significantly affected 
by either the number of subjects judged or by the interval 
of time between judgments. 
3/ 
Wrightstone ,- in a review of studies done by Murray 
and MacKinnon , lt/ said that: "rat ings based on carefully 
collected and comprehensive evidence have a high degree of 
reliability and validity't . Writing about validity , Smyth 
5/ 
and Murphy- suggested that those who set up ratings are 
ll Wayne c. Thompson , The Accuracy of Typical Speech 
Rating Techniques , unpublished doctoral dissertation , 
Northwestern Uni versity, 1943, as quoted in "Observational 
Me thods of Researchn , Review of Educational Research, Saul 
B. Sells and Robert M. w. Travers, Vol . 15 , 1945, 
PP • 394-403. 
2/ Austin H. Turney , t!A Study of the Reliability of Judg-
ments in Relation to the Certainty of Judgments to the 
Interval Between Judgments and to the Number of Subjects 
Judged", Journal of Applied Psycho~, Vol . 15 , 1931 , 
PP • 259 -2 72 . 
~/ Walt er s . Monroe , The Encyclopedia of Educational 
Research , MacMillan Company , New York , 1950 , pp . 962-963 . 
~/ H . A. Murray and D . W. Ma cKinnon , nAssessment of OSS 
Personnel'• , Journal of Consulting Psychology , Vol . 10 , 1946 , 
pp . 76-80. 
5/ R. c. Smyth and M. J . Murphy, Job Evaluation and 
Employee Rating , McGraw-Hill, New York, 194b , p . 189 . 
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generally satisfied with "logical validity" as against 
" statistical validitytt . These t wo writers went on to write: 
"It is evident that to demonstrate that a set 
of ratings is valid there must be some object -
ive criterion of effectiveness of performance 
against which the ratings may be compared . 
However , since the ratings are normally used 
because there are no such criteria, it is ob -
vious that those who set out to try to prove 
that ratings are valid soon find themselves 
going about in the proverbial circle . Although 
the question of measuring validity has been of 
concern to many of those interested in rating 
methods , those individuals have not refrained 
from developing and using rating plans because 
of the absence of simple and clear-cut solu-
tions to the problem . Re cognizing the inevita-
bility of some type of rating and desiring to 
cont r ol and systematize the process , those who 
set up rating plans commonly are satisfied with 
what for want of a better name may be called 
' logical validity '. Logical validity means , in 
essence , the plain r easonableness and common 
sense significance of the traits that are in-
cluded in the rating form and of the weightings 
that are assigned to them ••• 11 
Writing about the reliability of human raters and 
1/ 
ratings , Olson- wrote: 
ttrt is entirely possible to make of the human 
observer a highly reliable reporter of 
behavior • • • tt 
Although there does exist some disagreement about the 
number of judges and the opportunity for observation of 
that which is to receive rating , in the opinion of the 
!/ Walters . Monroe , op . cit ., p . 810 . 
-
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sour c es cited it is apparent that ratings of human behavior 
do have satisfactory validity and reliability . 
Turning now from a general consideration of rating 
scales , their validity and reliability , to a consideration 
of the complexity of the performance to be rated , the major 
emphasis is to be on the rating of speech performances. 
1/ 
Monroe- pointed out what he believed to be the major 
problem in rating a speaking performance: 
'tThe difficulty in testing speech performance 
lies primarily in the complexity of the speech 
a c t itself . There are , of course , those who 
object to the use of devices such as rating 
scales ••• because these methods are indirect ; 
that is , they test someone else ' s reaction to 
the speech a ct rather than measuring the per-
formanc e itself . This objection in itself is 
inconcl usive . One could equally well object 
..___ 
II 
to measuring temperature by means of thermo-
meter since one bases his conclusion on the 
height of a column of mer cury and not upon the 
heat itself . Scientists have long realized I 
that direct testing or measurement is unnecess -
ary providing a valid and reliable indirect 
method is available . All that one needs to 
know is that the height of the mercury varies 
in direct proportion to the heat and that this 
variation is consistent from day to day . If 
the speech performance was as simple a phenom-
enon as temperature chang e , no serious diffi-
culty would be present in testing it . Speech , 
however , is not a simple phenomenon . The 
number of variables involved is very great . 
The voice itself is only a small part of the 
total speech act , yet it alone varies in pitch , 
1/ Alan H . Monroe , "Testing Speech Performance" , Bulletin 
of the National Association of Se c ondary School Principals , 
Vol . 30 , 1949 , p . 156 . 
li 
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loudness , timbre and in the pattern with which 
these variables change. No two voices are 
alike any more than are t wo sets of finger 
prints . Add to this the complexity of the 
visible behavior of the speaker , his posture , 
his facial expression , the way he mo ves about , 
what he does wi t h his hands , what sort of 
clothes he wears and the pi cture becomes more 
complex . Nor is this all . The use of lang-
uage is an important variable , including such 
things as grammar , choice of words , variety 
of sentence structure , vocabulary and the 
like. In addition , the background and know-
ledge and experience and the specific under -
standing of parti cular subject seriously 
affect the speaker's performance , as do the 
emotional maturity and control which he 
possesses. These are but a few of the many 
variables which go to make up the complex 
performance we call speaking • • • " . 
In s ummarizing rating methods , rating devices and 
raters used in the evaluation of speaking performances , 
l/ 
Robinson- wrote: 
''The difference among rating devices and 
rating procedures is slight and much less 
important than is generally believed . The 
subjective judgment of a trained rater may 
be more accurate than a score derived from 
an objective pencil - and- paper test . 
Exper ience and training of the rater is 
more important than mere numbers. The 
trained speech teacher is t h e most effective 
judge when g iven an opportunity to make day-
by- day evaluations of total speech perform-
ance .'\ 
55 
1/ Karl F . Robinson , The Teaching of Speech in the 
Secondary School , Longmans , Green and Company , New York , 
1951, PP • 114-149. 
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As can be seen from the foregoing , the rating of a 
speech performance is very complex and that the experience 
and training of the speech teacher are the crucial factors 
in evaluating speaking performances and that these judg -
1/ 
ments are valid and reliable . As Monroe- has stated: 
"Simple judgments ••• may be made more 
analytical and systematic by the use of 
rating scales . Devices of this sort tend 
to force the observer to focus attention 
on the particular phases of speech con-
tained in the scale or test or to require 
him to observe all of the items covered. 
In this way , the observer ' s tendency to 
concentrate upon his own pet items is 
somewhat overcome . The A. I . Bryan and 
w. H. Wilke scale is a sample of this 
type of rating scale . " 
The Bryan and Wilke Speech Scale is the measuring 
instrument used in the present study . It is one of many 
speech scales used in speech research and it will be 
thoroughly considered shortly in this chapter . But , first 
it is felt that a review of some of the rating scales used 
in the measurement of speaking effectiveness is necessary . 
l/ Alan H. Monroe , op . cit ., p . 159 . I 
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Historical review of ratin~ _scales used for the 
measurement of speaking effectiveness . A careful investi-
gation of periodical literatur e and textbooks in the field 
of speech education revealed a noteworthy concern for the 
vast problem of evaluating speaking performances dating 
1/ 
back to 1926 when Cable- developed a device for rating 
public speaking . Used in speech classes by students , a 
~Criticism Card" contained the reactions of the listener 
(the student speaker ' s classmate ) to the speech . So as to 
keep a check on the quality of the com~ent made by various 
members of the class , each speaker , after he or she had 
looked them over , handed his pack of criticisms to the in-
structor; the cards were returned to the students at the 
next class meeting . The 'tcriticism Card" by Cable was 
followed by many other rating devices developed in the late 
1920 1 s and early 1930 1 s . 
1/ W. Arthur Cable , ItA Criticism Card for Class Use", 
Quarterly Journal of Speech , Vol . 12, 1926 , pp . 186-188 . 
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1/ 2/ 11 
Stevens ,- Gray ,- and Knower were among the pioneers who 
published rating scales for speaki ng performances, and were 
btl 
followed in the 1930 ' s by su ch authors as Norvelle, 
5/ 6/ 7/ 
Gislason , - Garland,- Ogg and Immel , - and Reager and 
8/ 
McMahon- who developed scales waich were desi gned prin-
cipally for the constructive analysis and criti c ism of 
publi c speaking . 
1/ Wilmer E . Stevens , nA Rating Scale for Public Speakers" , 
Quarte r ly Journal of Speech , Vol . 14, 1928 , pp . 223 - 323 . 
2/ J . Stanley Gray , "A Rating Scale for Public Speakers", 
Journal of Expression , Vol . 2 , 1928 , pp . 20 - 26 . 
3/ F . H. Knower , nA Suggestive Study of Public Speaking 
Rating Scale Values" , Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol . 4 , 
1929 , PP • 30 - 41 . 
btl Lee Norvell e , "Development and Application for the 
Measuring the Effectiveness of Instruction in a Basic Speech 
Cour sen, S;:eeech Monographs , Vol . l , 1934, PP • 41 - 65 . 
5/ H. B. Gislason , Art of Effective Speaking , D. c . Heath , 
Bo ston , Mass ., 1934 . 
6/ J . w. Garland , "Progress Charttt , Public Speaking for 
Women , Harper and Brothers , New York , 1938, pp . 313 - 315 . 
11 H. L . Ogg and R . K. I mme l , 11 Speech Criticism Chart" , 
Speech I mp rovement , F . s . Crofts and Company , New York, 
1936 , ·pp . xxv-190 . 
8/ R . C. Reager and E . McMahon , S;:eeech is Easy, Rut gers 
University Press , New Jersey , 1938 , pp . 100- 109 . 
-- _, __ - -
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While these , and other pioneers in the field of speech 
1/ 2/ 
rating scales such as Barnes- and Monroe- were developing 
their measuring instruments , pe r haps the most complete 
rating charts we r e developed during this p eriod by Elwood 
2.1 
Murray . In 1937 Murray not only provided a rating chart , 
but he also included an inventory which , when put together 
with explanations and instructions , occupy 126 pages of his 
book . Appendix I - J , "Integration of the Speaker: Check 
List (For Survey Purposes or Self-Analysis or Both)" 
enumerated eight points to be noted in determining speaking 
ability: 
1 ) Speech attitudes , emotional content and 
spontaneity . 
2) Voice audibility , quality , control and 
flexibility . 
3) Physical bearing , action and gestures . 
4) Refinements in enunciation , articulation, 
pronunciation , grammar and diction . 
1/ Harry G. Barnes , "Diagnosis of Speech Needs and 
Abili t ies 11 , Speech Ha ndbook , Prentice - Hall , Inc ., New York , 
1941 , PP • 119-134. 
2/ A. H. Monroe , "Measuring the Effectiveness of Public 
Spee ch in a Beginning Course", Bulletin of Purdue 
Universi ty, Vol . 37, 1936, PP • 5-29. 
'j_/ Elwood Murr ay , op . cit ., PP • 271-391 . 
F=9F==================================================================~~======---
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5) Speech purpose . 
6) Choice of material. 
7) Organization of mat erial . 
8 ) Adaptation to the speech situation. 
Murray also provide d analysis sheets for a "Speech Case 
Historyn, '•vo ice and Speech Analysis Sheettt , and an 
ttEnunciation, Arti culation and Pronunciation Chart'' . 
The great upsurge of rating scales that marked the 
field of speech education during the late 1920 1 s and 
throughout the 1930 ' s was somewhat reduced during the 
1940 ' s with textbooks in speech containing some rating 
1/, 2/, 3/ 
scales .- - -
1/ Wilhelmina G. Hedde and William Norwood Brigance, 
TfA Score Sheet for Judging Speeches", American Speech , 
J . B. Lippincott , Comp any , 1946 , pp . 581-582 . 
6o 
2/ Alice E . Craig , The Speech Arts , The MacMill an Company , 
New York, 1947, p . 256 . 
3/ D. c. Bryant and K. R. Wallce , Fundamentals of Public 
Speaking , Appleton-Century - Crofts , New York, 1947, p . 246 . 
·-"'·-
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More rating scales were published du ring t he 1950 1 s 
and were contained in published textbooks for the most 
1.1 ,~/ ,)_/ ,1±/ ,2/ 
part . The interesting feature of the rating 
scales in the 1950's was the emphasis placed on listening . 
6/ 
For example , at Boston University Crawford- conducted a 
7/ 
study which involved a scale originated by Pronovost .-
Utistener's Evaluation Chart for Talksn contained five 
major areas: 
1) Did the speaker select a good subject? 
(with three sub - areas) 
2) Did you understand the speaker's main 
point and his explanation of it? 
(six sub-areas) 
1/ R . T . Oliver and R. L . Cortright , New Training for 
Effective Speech, Dryden Press , New York, 1951, pp .399-400. 
2/ Karl F . Robinson , Teaching Speech in the Secondary 
School, Longmans , Green and Company , New York, 1951, p.l26 . 
)_/ Harvey Cromwell , Working for More Effective Speech, 
Scott, Foresman and Company , New York, 1955, pp . 22 - 9B . 
1±1 Ray Ehrensberger and Elaine Pagel, Notebook for Public 
Speaking , Prentice-Hall, New York , 1956, pp . 127- 159 . 
5/ Harlen M. Adams and T . c . Pollock , Speak Up , The 
MacMillan Company, New York , 1956 , pp . xii-455 . 
§/ John W. Crawford, The Validity of a Teacher Administeres 
Rating Chart for Talks at the Secondar~ Level, unpublished 
master ' s thesis , Boston University, 19 1 . 
1/ Ibid . 
II 
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3) Did the speaker make his talk interesting? 
(with three sub - areas) 
4) Did the speaker present a good appearance 
when he talked? 
(three sub-areas) 
5) Did the speaker use his voice so that you 
could hear and understand him easily? 
(with six sub - areas) 
The revised ''Listener r s Evaluat ion Chart for TalksU, 
....:;.-_ ;:...._~--
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validated by item analysis , contained five major areas with 
six individual questions which followed the major areas . 
The major areas with an average of five sub - areas were as 
follows: 
l) Subject 
2) Main point and organization 
3) Interest 
4) Poise and appearance 
5) Voice and Arti culation. 
A score of 2 , l , or 0 was given for each area question . 
It can be seen, in summary , from this historical 
review of speech rating scales that during the past thirty -
six years an array of measuring instruments was developed . 
Common elements are found in many of them . It can be said 
that essentially the rating scales are more alike than 
different . Now that we have so many rating scales, the 
next logical question may very well be: how are they used 
in speech research? This is the question to be considered 
F- r--- - -- - ---=:;:.._.==--.;.._-_--~·--------~ ----
next . 
1/ 
Rating scales in speech research. Ball- conducted a 
study to ascertain the relationship between speaking ability 
and two primary mental abilities: 1) verbal comprehension 1 
and 2) general reasoning . Students enrolled in a beginning 
public speaking course at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia were administered the Guilford- Zimmerman Aptitude 
Survey , Parts I and II (Verbal Comprehension and General 
Reasoning) . The speaking effe ctiveness of each subject was 1 
determined on a basis of the cumulative judgments of class-
mates. The judgments of speaking effectiveness were ex-
pressed in terms of a whole number selected from a seven-
point rating scale . It was concluded that there was a small 
but significant relationship between speaking ability and II 
verbal and reasoning abilities . There has been considerable 
discussion in recent years about the speaking ability of I 
2/ 
students enrolled in different types of colleges . Newman-
investigated the effectiveness of speech of liberal arts 
.±/ Joe M. Ball , "The Relationship Between the Ability to 
Speak Effectively and the Primary Mental Abilities , Verbal I 
Comprehension and General Reasoning'• , Speech Monographs , 
Vol . 25 , No . 4 , 1958 , pp . 285 - 290 . 
?/ Robert P . Newman , ttA Comparison of the Speaking Ability 
of Liberal Ar t s and Engineering Upperclassmenn , Speech 
Monographs , Vol . 24 , No . 3 , 1957 , pp . 227- 231 . 
·--
-====---=- - - -==== 
64 
and engineering students . He used 220 students to deter-
mine whether or not advanced liberal arts students differed 
significantly in scores on a reliable public speaking test 
from advanced engineering students . Liberal arts students 
placed somewhat ahead of the engineering students on the 
speech ratings . However, stati sti cal treatment of the data 
gave cause to doubt seriously that liberally-trained in-
dividuals are superior to technically-trained individuals 
in formal oral communication . 
1/ 
Kramar- investigated the relationship between speaking 
ability and intelligence of 196 students randomly selected 
from the fundamentals of speech course at Florida State 
University. Scores on the We chsler-Bellevue test, American 
Council on Education test scores , the averaged score 
assigned by two raters on an eight - item , seven- point rating 
scale of public speaking ability , Brown-Carlsen Listening 
Comprehension Test scores, scores on a written test of 
course content and class and course grades in a speech 
course were compiled for all subjects . The following 
.!,/ Edward J . J . Kramar , "The Relationships of the Wechsler -
Bellevue and A. c. E . Intelligence Test with Performance 
Scores in Speaking and the Brown-Carlsen Listening Compre-
hension Testn , unpublished doctoral dissertation, Florida 
State University , 1956, (Abstracted) Speech Monographs , 
Vol . 23 , No . 2, 195o , pp . 93 -94 · 
-
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correlations were obtained: 
-:~Performance versus Speaking Ability =r. 27 
-::-verbal versus Speaking Ability =r. 33 
Full Scale versus Speaking Ability =r. 36 
The American Council on Education test scores showed an 
average correlation of .25 with speaking ability. There 
seemed to be little difference in the discriminative ability 
of the Wechsler - Bellevue test over the American Council on 
Education test when correlating such items as speaking 
skill, listening ability, course content testing and class 
and course grades. 
In summary, there is some evidence from the research 
finding, concerning the relationships between speaking 
ability and other factors, that rating scales in speech 
research are useful, valid and reliable. It can be seen 
that such rating scales are increasingly being used in a 
variety of fields. There is, however, one rating scale 
which was mentioned briefly earlier, but did not receive a 
very thorough examination. It is the Bryan- Wilke Speech 
Scale, the measuring instrument used in the present study, 
to which we now turn for a final consideration of speech 
rating scales. 
* Sections of the Wes chsler- Bellevue Intelligence Scale 
I 
II 
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l / 
The Br yan- Wilke Speech Scale .- This is the rating 
device us e d in the current investigation . In d e veloping 
their scale , the authors (A . I . Bryan and w. H. Wilke) were 
guided by the literature on rating scales , in g eneral , by 
the work of those who had been specifically interested in 
evaluating speaking ability , and by results obtained from 
experimental use of various forms of the scale . Although 
work on the s cale was begun in 1934 , and was carried on 
continuously to 1941 , the authors refrained from offering 
their technique for g eneral use until repeated experimenta-
tion and criticism had enabled them to evolve a form which 
met the criteria of validity , reliability and pract icality 
essential for this type of measuring instrument . This 
rating scale has passed through ten revisions , including 
chang es in both content and form . 
The reliability of each item of the scale was found 
for a g roup of 26 colleg e students , each rated by 20 raters . 
From the coefficients of correlation obtained by comparing 
10 raters with 10 ot her raters , the reliability coeff icients 
,I 
for groups of 20 wer e computed . As an indication of the 1 
l/ Alice I . Br yan and Walter H. Wilke , "A Tech nique for 
Rating Pu blic Speechesn , Journal of Consulting Psychology , 
Vol . 5, 1941 , pp . 80- 89 . 
- -~ 
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extent to whi ch an average rating on a singl e it em woul d 
vary by chance was sought by computing the standard error 
of measurement for each item . The reliability coefficients 
and the standard error of measurement are shown in the 
following table: 
Table 1 . The Reliability and Standard Error 
of Measurement of Items in the 
Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale 
Item 
( 1) 
1 
2 
~ 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 14 
15 
16 
content 
{2) 
Opening Remarks 
Personal Appearance 
Voi ce 
Distinctness & Pronunciation 
Fl ow of Words 
Self Control 
Degrees of Energy 
Platform Behavior 
Personality 
Sincerity 
Command of Language 
Clarity of Thought 
Interest 
Reasoning 
Concluding Remarks 
Value of Talk 
Average Standard Error : 
r 
(3) 
. 62 
-91 
. 90 
.87 
·93 
. 73 
.85 
. 88 
. 8U. 
. 76 
. 80 
·74 
.53 
.JJ 
.65 
-59 
m 
(4) 
. 15 
. 09 
. 10 
. 12 
.13 
.17 
. lU. 
.o8 
. 11 
. 11 
.o6 
. 09 
.17 
.16 
. 11 
. 11 
. 12 
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Many persons prefer to interpret scores obtained from 
a rating scale in terms of the reactions of a particular 
audience to a series of speeches , thus building up a set 
of norms for their own data . Tentatively the authors have 
established the following norms , based on an unknown number 
of college students who were used as experimental subjects 
during the period from 1934 to 1941: 
Table 2 . Norms for the B~7an-Wilke 
Speech Scale-
Scores ( 1) 
72 . 0 
59 . 8 
57 ·4 
56 . 0 
5,5 . 1 
54 . 2 
53 . 1 
51 . 9 
,50 . 6 
48 . 3 
30 . 0 
Percentiles 
(2) 
99th 
90th 
80th 
70th 
6oth 
,50th 
40th 
30th 
20th 
lOth 
1st 
l/ Alice H. Bryan and Walter H. Wilke , op . cit ., 
PP • 80 - 89 . 
The authors of the scale found that reliability of 
scores increases with the number of raters . Using members 
of an audience without special training in t h e u se of 
rating devices, they obtained the following reliability 
coefficients for the total scale: 
Five raters: - .68 r 
-
r - .83 -Ten raters: 
r - .91 -Twenty raters: 
The reliabilit y of a speaker ' s averag e rating 
based upon audience samples of 23 and 31 raters was 
computed by correlating average scores based upon random 
halve s of these groups . Correlations for groups of this 
size were found to be .91 and .95 . 
A group of speakers not differing widely in 
effectiveness would provide the severest test both of 
the reliability of the rating devi c e and the rating 
abilit y of the audience . Such a group was available to 
the authors of the rating scale under consideration . 
70 
The subjects were college students who were in the ncn 
rang e of colle ge grade s , according to their instructors , 
with only a few above or below the range of average 
ability . Twenty rating s were secured on each speaker . 
The correlations between average scores based on ten 
raters was . 83 for a group of twenty - seven speakers . 
On the basis of statistical computations , the correlation 
between averag es based on a g rouping of five raters was 
predicted . The raw correlation for 177 cases was .66 , 
which would lead to a prediction for groups of ten a 
correlation of . 89 . There was a close correlation be -
tween the predi c ted and obtained correlations for groups 
of ten raters . 
A fi n al step was taken by the authors in an attempt 
to increase the reliabil ity of their rating scale . From the 
J 
1.1 
I 
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sixteen items comprising the scale , seven pairs of items 
were selected which appeared likely to have a minimum of 
common factors . Seven other pairs were chosen which 
appeared more obviously dependent upon common elements and 
likely , if the ratings were valid , to show higher inter-
correlations . The obtained correlations between these two 
sets of seven pairs each , based on ratings of 26 speakers , 
are as follows: 
Table 3 . Intercorrelations Between Pairs of Items Arrangedto l 
Show Anticipated Differences Between the Two Groups 
1/ 
(Bryan- Wilke Speech Scale) -
Higher Relations Expe cted Lower Relations Expected 
Item r Item r 
.633 i~ .58l I 1 vs . 9 1 vs . 1 vs . 13 
-735 1 vs . .36 I 2 vs . ~ . 768 2 vs . 12 .,04 I 7 vs . 
-746 4 vs . 10 • 69 7 vs . 10 . 77 7 vs . 11 
•440 9 vs . 13 . 700 7 VS • 12 . ) 2 11 vs . 12 .587 7 vs. 14 
-478 
Average . 715 Average .526 
1/ Alice I . Bryan and Walter H. Vilke, o,p. cit . 
-;::...; ---:. 
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The authors concluded, and in summary it can be said, 
that the general trend, a difference in the expected direct-
ion , appears clear. Considered as a whole, the data pre-
sented indicate that scores based on the total Bryan-Wilke 
Speech Scale are highly reliable. 
Q-Technique . The Q-technique is a method of inter-
correlation of persons, devel oped in England and brought to 
1/ 
this country by Stephenson . - Although this technique was 
described in 1935 by Stephenson and Burt , it was not until 
Stephenson combined with Carl Rogers at the University of 
Chicago that the possibilities of using this technique to 
assess change in psychotherapy were more fully realized . 
In his book Stephenson summarizes his previous publi -
cations and current thinking with regard to this method-
ology , while providing both a description and history of 
Q-technique . Essentially , this technique is a method of 
studying systematically the notions of a person about him- , 
self . The person is given a packet of statements and is 
asked to sort them into a pre - arranged quasi - normal dis -
tribution along a continuum from those most characteristic 
l/ William Stephenson, The Study of Behavior: Q-Technique 
and Its Methodology , University of Chi cago Press , Chicago, 1953 , PP • vii -376 . 
I 
~---~ 
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of the person doing the sorting to those least character-
istic of the person doing the sorting . The distribution 
approximates a normal distribution and is exactly the same 
for all of the subjects in a given experiment. This con-
stant feature facilitates the statistical handling of the 
results since all of the sortings are forc ed into a dis-
tribution whose means and standard deviations are the same. 
The sortings may be made not only for how the individual 
sees himself at the present time , but also for how he would I 
like to be , how he thinks others see him and for any other 
sortings or variates the investigator chooses. The items 
for a Q- sort may be made up in various ways . They may be 
made up to conform to a particular theory of personality 
or they may be selected from a population of items obtained 
from therapeutic protocols, self - descriptions , personality 
inventories , statements a person may make about himself, 
and the like . 
There has been much speculation about the validity of 
the Q-t echnique and its methodology ; however, it seems that 
despite whatever methodologi cal or statistical limit ations 
of the Q- technique in a larger sense there may be , certain 
of its tools , particularly the Q- sort, are extremely useful . 
The Q- sorts have several psychometri c advantages which have 
-
-~-~- ----~--
l/ 
been summarized as follows by Cronbach:-
"· • • this method of interrogation is much more 
penetrating than the common questionnaire where 
the person can say Yes to all of the favorable 
symptoms and No to all of the unfavorable ones. 
The method is-rree from those idiosynchrasies of 
response which cause some people to respond 
Cannot Say twice as often as others, and so make 
their scores non-comparable. The forced choice 
requires e very person to put himself on the 
measuring scale in much the same manner . The 
forced normal distribution gives certain 
statistical advantages, since correlation is 
more meaningful when all distributions have 
the same shape. Since more statements are 
placed in the middle piles, the subject is 
freed from many difficult and rather unimport -
ant discriminations he would have to make if 
he were forced to rank every statement. And 
the fact that discrimination near the center 
of the scale is difficult is reduced in im-
portance by the fact that in product-moment 
correlations the end cells receive the greatest 
weight .tt 
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One of the criticisms of the forced-choice method is 
that the subject is forced to conform to a pattern (normal 
distribution) which may or may not be the pattern were the 
subject not required to adhere to the normal distribution, 
but he allowed to make a free-sort distribution. Perhaps 
the ma jor difficulty with the free-sort distribution, that 
is, putting the cards in any bin with unlimited numbers in 
each bin, is the statistical handling of the data. Wi th 
1/ Lee J. Cronbach, "Correlations Between Persons As a 
~esearch Tool", Psychotherapy: Theory and Research, 
o. Hobart Mowrer, Editor , Ronald Press, New York , 1953, 
PP• 378-379• 
li 
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the forced-sort distribution the means and the standard 
deviations of the normal distribution are the same . This 
facilitates the statistical treatment of the data. 
1/ 
Most recently, Hess and Rink- conducted a study to 
evaluate the free and forced Q-sort administrations on the 
...... -·- --==-=---
basis of comparative merit in relation to the objectives of I 
a particular research. The study was conducted in the con-
2/ 
text of a larger research on Erikson's- concept of the 
process of identity formation in adolescence. A balanced 
design was constructed covering the areas of occupation, 
social role and sex role and the dimensions of autonomy, 
competence and definiteness. Seventy-two items were paired , 
one item of each pair dealing with Upositive't identity, 
and one item of each pair dealing with "diffuse" identity. 
A ten interval scale was used for the distribution of the 
items. 
Each member of the forced-choice group was seated in 
front of an upright board on which the intervals were 
1/ Robert D. Hess and Douglas L. Rink , •-A Comparison of 
Forced Versus Free Q- Sort Procedure" , Journal of Educational 
Research , Vol. 53 , No. 3, 1959, PP• 83 -90. 
?/ Erik H. Erikson, ''The Problem of Ego Identi tyn , Journal 
of the American Psychoanalytic Association , Vol. 4, 1956, 
PP • 56 -121. 
! I 
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numbered 1 through 10 . The p redetermined number of items 
to be placed in each cell was indicated by a like number of 
na ils upon which to hang the cards . Instructions for the 
two types of administration were similar except for the re-
quirements of item distribution . 
The sort was administered by free and forced-choice 
methods to groups of four juniors in a metropolitan high 
school . Those subjects making the free sort administration 
were allowed to place as many or as few Q- sort items in 
each cell as they desired . 
As a result of correlations between areas, dimensions 
and area dimensions , there appeared to be no definite answer 
as to which sort was most reliable for the purposes of the 
particular study . Finally , the Pearsonian product - moment 
correlation between the free and forced-choice methods 
ranged from . 77 to . 60 . These correlations , it was con-
eluded , show that the free and forced-choice sorts do not • 
give strikingly different results . II 
In regard to the validity and reliability of forced-
choice methodology, there have been several controversial 
1/ 
articles reported in the literature . Travers ,- in a 
,!/ Robert M. w. Travers , ''A Critical Review of the Validity 
and Rationale of the Forced-Choice 'I'echniquen, Psychological 
Bulletin , Vol . 48 , 1951, pp . 48 -62. 
1---- ,~~~-
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critical review of the forced - choice performance report of 
1/ 
Richardson , - claims t hat the validity of the t e chnique seems 
to bear little rela tionship to what he refers to as '•actual 
2/ 
evidencen . Richardson- in a rejoinder to Travers ' criticism 
points out that several subsequ ent repeat stu dies with the 
forced- choice report yielded reliability coefficients 
ranging from .60 upward and that several exceeded the 
original coefficients of . 76 . 
3/ 
Baier; also in a rejoinder to Travers , reports item 
validities yielding coefficients from .50 to .60 and points 
out that Travers based his review on insufficient informa -
tion . 
In the matter of reliability of forced-choice instru-
J±/ 
ments , Richardson reports reliabilities of .93 and .96 ; 
51 
Bourque , - in the de velopment and utilization of a Q- sort 
1/ Marion W. Richardson , ttAn Empirical Stu dy of the Forced-
Choice Performance Reporttt , The American Psychologist , 
Vol . 4 , 1949 , PP • 278-9. 
2/ Marion w. Richardson , nNote on Travers' Critical Review 
of the Forced- Choice Technique'' , Psychological Bulletin , 
Vol . 48 , 1951 , PP • 435-437 • 
3/ Donald E . Baier , "Reply to Travers ' A Critical Review 
of the Validity and Rationale of the Forced- Choice 
Technique'• , Psychological Bullet in , Vol . 48 , 1951 , pp . 421-4 ~ · 
J±/ Marion W. Richardson, op . cit ., p . 279 . 
21 Ellsworth J . Bourque , The Construction and Evaluation of 
an Instrument Based on Q- Methodology Which Measures the 
Relative I mportance of Self- Perceived Needs of the Tuber-
culous , unpublished doctoral dissertation , Boston University 
1958 . 
--
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for measuring the self- perceived needs of hospitalized 
pat ients with tuberculosis , reports test - retest reliability y 
coefficients of . 75 , . 69 and . 71 . Wallen in the develop -
ment and utilization of a Q- sort for measuring the self-
concepts of adolescent stutterers reports a test - retest 
reliability coefficient of .64 . 
A survey of studies utilizing Q- technique indicates 
that it is being used considerably in varying forms and 
with a wide variety of problems . One study completed in 
"-"--
1956 at the Veterans Administration Hospital , Rutland I 
Heights , Massachusetts utilized a Q- sort to measure hospital 
2/ 
staff perceptions of the nurse -patient relationship .- The I 
II 
United States Navy Medi cal Research Laboratory has used 
'j_/ Q.- methodology as an experimental research tool . Weybrew ' s 
study consisted of using Q- sorts to identify criteria for 
the selection of efficient submariners . Another United 
States Navy study asing the Q- technique was that of 
l/ Vincent Wallen, op . cit . 
2/ American Nur sing Association , nThe Relative Importance 
of Aspects of the Nurse - Patient Relationshiptt, semi - annual 
report , (mimeographed), New York , 1956 . 
1/ B. B. Weybrew , Q- Me thodology in Criterion Research , 
Me dical Research Laboratory Report Number 239 , Navy 
Department , 1953 . 
-~-
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1/ 
Nahinsky- who compared the self - concepts of non-career 
2/ 
officers to career officers . Ebermann- used the Q-method-
3/ 
ology in a study of teacher competency and Cummins- u sed the 
same technique to investigate the relationships between 
1±:1 
teachers and students . Edelson and Jones combined role 
playing
5
jnd Q-t echnique in a self -concept study , while 
Hopwood- devised a Q- sort to study the self- concepts of 
freshmen at the Ohio State Uni versity. 
Prior to deciding upon Q- technique for me asuring the 
self-concepts of better and poor speakers , this writer 
studied carefully the preceding review of the literature 
pertaining to related research and the research and other 
published and unpublished literature relating to other 
measuring instruments . Following this extensive scrutiny , 
1/ Irwin Nahinsky , 11 The Relations hip Between the Self -
Concept and the Ideal - Self Concept as a Measure of Adjust -
ment", Journal of Clinical Psychology , Vol . 14, 1958, 
PP • 3oO-=J64:. 
~/ p . Ebermann , The A£plication of Q-Technique to One 
Aspect of Tea ching Co~etency, unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Uni versity of Chicago , 1951. 
3/ Robert E . Cummins , 11Research Insights into the Relation-
ships Between Teachers t Acceptance Attitudes , Their Role 
Concepts, and Students ' Acceptance Attitudes'' , Journal of 
Educational Research , Vol . 53 , 1960, pp . 197-198 . 
±t/ M. Edelson and A. Jones , "The Use of Q-Technique and 
Role Playing in an Investigation of the Self-Concepttt , 
(privately published) Uni versity of Chicago Press , Depart-
ment of Psychology, 1951 • 
.2/ K. Hopwood, Expectation of University Freshmen , un-
published doctoral dissertation , Ohio State University, 1953 . 
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the author conducted another intensive review of additional 1 
research and literature pertaining to the Q-technique . 
Following the latter examination , the writer studied more 
carefully the characteristics of other available measuring 
instruments and methods . The interview as a standardized 
tool was one possibility, yet it has been characterized as 
1/ 
susceptible to bias and lacking in reliability.- Widely 
used in education, the personal i nventory or problem check 
list was another possibility. A search of the literature 
on this technique revealed that it is quite susceptible to 
1
'fakingn, lacking in the ability to establish a common 
dimension, i . e ., relative importance of specific problems, 
and has the characteristics of permitting subjects to void 
?:.I 
a response. 
In summary , it appeared that forced-choice technique , 
Q- methodology , offered a scientifically sound and useful 
.±/ c . Wedell and K. u. Smith, nconsistency of Interview 
Methods in Appraisal of Attitudes" , Journal of Applied 
Psychology , Vol . 6, 1951 , PP • 392- 396 . 
2/ o. K. Buros , The Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook , 
Gryphon Press , Hi ghland Park, New Jersey , 1953 , pp . 28-101 . 
CHAPTER III 
MATERIALS AND METHODOLOGY 
A. Theoretical Considerations. 
Before proceeding into the materials and methods used 
in this study, the writer feels that several terms must be 
defined. The first of these, mean level of congruence, is 
v 
adopted from the Wallen study.- The mean level of congruenc~ 
is defined as the relative cohesiveness of all of the selves 
which an individual may conceptualize . Although it may not 
be possible to measure the relationships between all of the 
possible entities, an approximation of cohesiveness may be I 
obtained by determining the relationship between two of the 
conceptual selves or self-concepts. A measure of the re-
lationship between the ideal self and the actual self might 
well be an approximation of the level of congruence of the 
total self-concept, as Rogers has stated, and theoretically 
can include many other types of self-images. Experimental 
evidence is at hand to indicate the usefulness of the re-
lationship of the actual self and ideal self as an apuroxi-
4 2/ 
mation of the level of congruence of the total self concept. 
1/ Vincent Wallen, op. cit. 
2/ Manuel J. Vargas, nchanges in Self-Awareness During 
Client-Centered Therapyn , Psychotherapy and Personality 
Chang e, Carl R. Rogers and Roasolind F . Dymond, University 
of Chicago Press, 1957, pp . 145-166. , 
81 
r 
L_------------~~---------------------------------------------------------------------
~~~=======,~=-=================== ·==··====~====·~--~-~~-==---~-
82 
This term: mean level of congruence, as used in this in-
vestigation, refers to the fact that although approxima-
tions of levels of congruence of the self concept may be 
found for individuals, this study proceeds on the assump-
tion that group mean levels of congruence may be determined 
as well . 
Other terms needing definitive explanation are con-
cerned with methods of collecting relevant data with regard I 
to the conceptualized selves . This study is concerned with 
measuring relationships between conceptualized selves. This 
then requires the collection of data in the three areas of II 
conceptual functioning: the actual - self, the ideal -self and 
tthow I think others see me" self . The data collected in 
these three areas must be transformed into numerical values 
so that the relationship between the self-concepts can be 
expressed as exactly as possible . The sol ution depends on 
the sampling of the conceptualized selves by means of a 
large number of meaningful self-descriptive statements which 
can be categorized in a particular way for ease of statisti-
cal treatment . This facilitates a rapid and exact calcula-
tion of the relationship between them and presumably of the I 
conceptualized selves. The method, as utilized in this 
study, involves the sampling of each of the three concep-
tualized selves by means of sorting into a forced quasi -
---. 
-- -====-
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normal distribution a number of self - descriptive statements 
that can be used meaningfully to describe individuals. The 
three sortings can be correlated, thus providing a measure 
of the relationship between the three aspects of the self-
concept, and, therefore, an approximation of the congruence 
of the many selves which make up the total self-concept . 
In the present study the level of congruence of the 
self -concepts was measured by a correlation score which 
represents the mathemati cal relationship between the ideal-
self sort and the actual - self sort and the relationship 
between the nhow I think others see me't -self sort and the 
actual-self sort. 
1/ 
According to the Self -Theory as postulated by Rogers~ 
a high degree or high level of congruence between the self-
structure and the field of experience reflects a favorable 
adjustment of the organism ; conversely , a low degree or a 
l ow level of congruence reflects unsatisfactory adjustment 
or maladjustment of the organism . 
It is now possible to state the major hypotheses of 
this st udy in testable order . 
1 . The mean correlation score between the actual-
self sort and the ideal - self sort of a group 
of poorer speakers will be significantly less 
.!,/ Carl R. Rogers, op . cit . 
-
- -
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than the mean correlation score between the 
actual - self sort and the ideal - self sort of a 
group of better speakers . 
2 . The mean correlation score between the actual-
self sort and the llhow I think others see me" -
self sort of a group of poorer speakers will be 
significantly higher than the correlation score 
between the actual-self sort and the ideal-self 
sort of the same group . 
3 . The mean correlation score between the actual-
self sort and the '•how I think others see men -
self sort of a group of poorer speakers will be 
significantly lower than the correlation score 
between like measures of a group of better 
speakers . 
4. The mean correlation score between the actual -
self sort and the ideal - self sort of a group of 
better speakers will not be significantly differ-
ent from the correlation score of the actual-self 
sort and the ''how I think others see melt - self 
sort of the same group . 
5. The mean scores of the personality trait 
categories selected for this study will reflect 
significant differences between the better 
L------------------------
II I 
-
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speakers and the poorer speakers. 
B. Methodological Consideration$. 
1. Selection of Better and Poorer Speakers. Before 
the selection of the two groups of speakers to be studied, 
a rating scale had to be chosen. After a careful review of 
various rating scales and pertinent literature , it was de-
cided to use the Bryan- Wilke Speech Scale (see Appendix D.) 
This scale, asshown in Chapter II, is highly reliable. 
The next step was to define better and poorer speakers 
for the purposes of this study. This was done in terms of 
the Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale. Cut-off points were estab-
lished which served as qualifying measures for better and 
poorer speaker selection. Since norms have been established 
by the authors of the Bryan- Wilke Speech Scale , these were 
used as a guide in setting up the cut-off points . According 
to the established norms, a score of .59.8 falls at the 90th 
percentile and a score of 72.0 falls at the 99th percentile. 
With these measures as a guide , the scores within the inter-
val of 60.0 to 72.0 were set up as the measures required in 
order to qualify as a better speaker . A score of 48 .3 falls 
at the lOth percentile and a score of 30.0 falls at the lst 
percentile , according to the established norms. With tb~se 
measures as a guide, the scores falling below 48 .3 were 
established as qualifying an individual as a poorer speaker 
-------
-
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for the purposes of this investigation. 
The two groups of speakers who were used were obtained 
with the aid of the statistical measurement conwonly re-
ferred to as the quartile analysis. Speakers, who met the 
qualifying measures as established by the cut-off points, 
were selected on the b~sis of the results of the quartile 
analysis. Those speakers falling within the limits of the 
upper quarter (Q3) were considered the better speakers. 
Those speakers falling within the limits of the lower 
quarter (Ql ) were considered the poorer speakers. 
With the establishment of better speaker and poorer 
speaker definitions, the next step was to rate approximately 
two hundred sophomore, non-speech majors, male and female 
students enrolled in a basic course in public speaking at 
Northeastern University , Boston, Massachusetts during the 
fall and winter terms of the 1959-60 academic year . Each 
student was asked to deliver short speeches (2 to 4 minutes 
in duration) on three different occasions, each of a differ-
ent type. First , each student delivered a speech to inform ; 
second, each delivered a spee ch to convince and third, each 
delivered an impromptu speech. Each of these speeches was 
rated by the author on the Bryan- Wilke speech scale. It was 
felt that at least three different forms of speaking per-
formances were essential in order to make as certain as 
= 
--
11 
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possible that the selection of better and poorer speakers 
was highly reliable . That is, a speaker might possibly be 
1 bet tern with one type of speech and be rtpoorer'' with 
another type of speech. 
After the speakers had been rated, t he writer's next 
st ep was to ana l yze approximately 600 rating scales. For 
each speaker t here were t hree raw scores: one each for the 
speech to inform, the speech to convince and the impromptu 
speech . From these three raw scores, an average score was 
obtained . With an average score obtained for each speaker , 
(174 as an exact total) , the next step was to compute a 
standard score for each speaker . The average score was 
necessary in order to give each type of speech equal weight . 
1/ 
The standard score , computed from the formula- z = x - m = ~ 
a- tr 
was necessary so as to make the scores of each person 
comparable in order to make certain as possible that better 
speakers were 'bettertt and that poorer speakers were 
ttpoorern for the purposes of this study. Raw scores , raw 
average scores, and the standard scores for each better and 
poorer speaker are contained in tableS 4~5, the quartile 
analysis is contained in table 6. 
The final step was to de t ermine whether or not a 
signifi cant difference existed between the means of the 
1/ J . P . Guilford , Fundamental Statistics in Psychology 
and Edu cat i on , McG r aw- Hill Book Company , Inc ., New York, 
19$0 , PP • 291 - 292 . 
I 
I 
I 
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-~ 
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two groups as indicated from the raw scores by using 
1/ 
Fisher 's formula- for testing the significance of a differ-
ence between the means of two small uncorrelated samples: 
where M1 and M2 are the means in the two samples, and where 
2 2 Bx1 and sx2 are the sums of squares in the s arne two II 
samples, and N1 and N2 are numbers of subjects respectively. 
The t-test yielded a score of 51 . 2 which indicates that a 
significant difference between the means of the two groups 
does exist . 
1/ Ibid ., p . 228 
I 
I' 
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Table 4 . Raw Scores and z-Scores for Better 
and Poorer Speakers 
I 
I 
I 
Better Speaker s I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
N Imp . Inf . Con . Ave . z-Score 
1 70 74 74 72 . 2 1 . 673 
2 bl 71 71 71 . 0 1 .587 ~ 6§ 74 72 70 .1 1 .522 72 70 bo .o 1 .515 
g 66 71 72 9 . 2 1 .457 65 72 72 69 .2 l . ttE7 7 l6 71 65 69 . 0 1 . 3 8 b~ 74 69 . 0 1 .443 9 bg b~ 69 .0 1 .443 10 bl 68 .1 1 .378 11 66 69 68 . 0 1 .371 
12 b~ 66 67 67 .2 1 . 313 i~ 69 b~ 6b . o 1 . 299 66 ~b 6 . 2 1 . 241 15 ~tt bo 66 . 2 1 . 241 16 65 66 . 0 1.227 
17 65 68 64 65 .2 1 .170 
18 63 69 65 65 . 2 l . lbO 
19 6o 68 68 65 .1 1 .1 2 
20 64 62 b~ 65 .1 1 .162 21 65 b~ 65 .1 1 .162 22 65 66 65 .1 1 .162 
~~ 65 67 63 65 .0 1 .155 6~ ~6 65 64 .2 1.098 25 65 64 .2 1 . 098 
26 61 64 69 64 .2 1 . 098 
27 64 67 62 64 .1 1.091 
28 62 b3 58 64 .1 1 . 0~1 29 65 
6§ 64 64 .0 1 . 0 3 30 63 62 64 .0 1.082 
Formula: z = X - M , where X = each speaker's score 
M = t he mean 
(M = 48 .93 = 13 .91: Better and Poorer Speakers 
Combined 
Mean = 66.7, S .D. 2 .4 for Better Sp eaker s 
N- No . of sub j ect;Imp .-I mpromptu ;Inf .-Inform;Con .-Convince;*ve . -
_ ver ag 
.---
~ 
I I 
I 
I 
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Table 5. Raw Scores and z-Scores for Better 
and Poorer Speakers 
Poorer Speakers 
(1) (2) { 3) (4) ( 5) ( 6) 
II N Imp. Inf. Con. Ave . z-Score 1 26 20 22 22.2 -1.921 li 
2 24 24 25 24.1 -1.785 
' 
~% ~~ 27 25.0 -1.720 23 25.2 -1.706 
g ~~ 26 27 25.2 -1.706 27 24 25.2 
-1 .bo6 
7 31 25 23 26.1 -1. 42 
8 23 27 30 26.2 -1.634 
9 35 27 25 29.0 -1.433 10 27 29 32 29.1 -1.426 
11 32 30 29 30.1 -1.3~4 12 33 28 31 30.2 -1.3 7 
i~ 31 'i 34 32.0 -1.217 §6 25 33.0 -1.145 15 26 37 33.0 -1.145 
16 32 30 . 37 33.0 -1.145 
17 27 
'g 39 3,.2 -1 .131 18 39 24 3 .1 -1.066 19 30 37 37 34.2 -1.059 
20 36 35 33 34.2 -1.059 
21 39 36 29 34.2 -1 .059 22 
" 
~tt 35 34.2 -1.059 ~' '~ 35.0 -1.002 29 3g 35.1 -0.9~4 25 32 a4 39 35.2 -0.9 7 26 28 35 35.2 -0.987 27 §l 33 39 36.1 -0.923 I 28 35 39 36.2 -0.915 
29 38 39 33 36.2 -0.915 
30 36 39 35 36.2 -0.915 
Formula: z = X - M , where X= each speaker's score 
M = the mean 
( M = 48 .93 - 13.91: Better and Poorer Speakers -
Combined 
Mean = 31.2, S .D. 1.32 for Poorer Speakers 
N - No . of subject Con . - Convince 
Imp • - Impromptu Ave . - Average 
Inf. - Inform 
Table 6 . Quartile Analysis Computed From 
Standard Scores 
(1) (2) (3) 
Intervals Midpoints f 
From To X 
1.7.5 - 1 .35 1 . 5.5 16 
1 . 3.5 - 0 . 95 1 .15 32 
0 . 95 - 0 . 55 0 . 7.5 16 
0 • .5.5 - 0 . 15 0.3.5 15 
0 . 1.5 - -0 . 3.5 -0 . 15 22 
- 0 . 35 - - 0 . 7.5 -0 • .55 22 
- 0 . 7.5 - - 1 . 15 -0 . 95 28 
- 1 .1.5 - -1 . 55 -1 . 35 14 
- 1 . 5.5 - - 1 . 95 - 1 . 75 9 
N = 174 
Formula: 17 Q = Q3 - Ql 
2 
N = 174 
0 . 4 Interval: 
Ql: ~ = 1f± = 43 . 5 
Q3: 3N = 3 ( 17~} - 130 . 5 -4 4 
Ql = -1 .15 ( 20.5 X 0 . 4) - - 1 . 1.5 -
~ 
fX 
2U- . 8o 
36.8o 
12 . 00 
5 . 2.5 
-3 -30 
-12 . 10 
-26 . 60 
-18 . 90 
-1.5 . 7.5 
- . 292 = 0 . 8.58 
Q3 - 0 . 95 (125 X 0 . 4) = 0 . 9.5 o . o56 = 1 . oo6 -
Q = 0 . 074 
1./ G. Milton Smith , A Simplified Guide to Statistics, 
Rinehart and Company , Inc ., New York , 1946 , pp . 31, 32. 
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2 . Reliability of the SEeech Ratings . 
In order to te s t the reliability of the author ' s 
speech rating s , it was decided to tape record a random 
sampling of all the speeches . These tapes were then 
played to a jury of experts for rating . The experts con-
sisted of three faculty members of the Speech Department 
of Boston University . The random sampling of tape re -
corded speeches was numbered l throug h 20 and the jury 
of experts possessed a list of the names of the speakers 
with corresponding numbers . From this list the experts 
selected ten speeches to be rated . 
The instructions explaining the mode of ao~inister-
ing the tape r e corded spee che s to the judg es are con-
tained in Appendix E . 
From the rating s by the experts , a reliability 
coefficient of correlation was computed and transformed 
into Fisher ' s z scores . This was done for each judg e on 
each item and on the total scale . In a ddition , a co -
efficient of correlation and z value was obtained for 
each item on the basis of an avera ge of the three judg es ' 
I 
I 
! 
rating s in relation to the author ' s rating s . Of the 
original 16 items contained in the scale , the three 
93 
judges rated 13 . The items on personal appearance , self-
control and platform behavior were not rated by the jury 
of experts because , obviously , the speeches were being 
rated via tape recor ding . 
The formulae used for the coefficients of 
correlation and the Fisher ' s r to z transformation 
1/ 
follow :-
h £. "1<- "J , where f 1<-:J - sum of all 
F(£x,_) (t ~7,) 
the products of deviations , each x deviation time s its 
corresponding y deviation , and where x = deviation of 
any x score from the mean in test x , and where y = 
deviation of the corresponding y scores from the mean 
times it s corresponding y deviation . 
2/ 
(Fisher ' s! to~ transformation)-
z = 1 . 1513 ~og10 (1+r ) -
l/ J . P . Guilford , op . cit ., p . 158 . 
~/ , op . cit ., p . 1 83 . 
log10 (1 -r~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! i 
I 
.....-
....-
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In general it can be said that there is moderate 
correlation and that a substantial relationship between 
the author's rating s and those of the jury of experts 
does exist, as shown in the table on the following page: 
J 
-::- Author 
Table 7. Reliability Coefficients of Correlation 
Item Judge 1-::- Judge l Ju dge l Over - All Average of 
vs . v s . vs . Judges 2 , Each Item 
Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge ~ 3, & 4 Judges 2,3,4 
r z r z r z vs . Judge l Vs . Judge l 
-
- -
z r z 
l . 7059 .887 · 7965 1 .099 .8106 1.127 3 .I13 : 78 1 .044 
~ .6727 .811 . ~lei ·332 .3824 ·~00 1 .~43 ·46 · ~14 . 2889 .296 • -7 . ~10 .5814 • 63 l . 72 ·4 • 91 .2462 .25 
·4464 •4-85 .6ooo .693 1 .434 :ro -~78 7 . 6~2~ -758 .32 3 .343 -7466 ·973 2.074 • 91 9 ·4 0 .523 .6140 •609 .0 74 . 070 1.302 .41 -434 10 .5738 . 648 
-5796 • 63 .0000 .ooo 1 . 311 .41 ·437 ll .3030 .309 .555 
.63' .1389 .141 1. 083 · 3R .,61 12 . 112~ .110 . 2100 .21 -7792 1 .045 1 .369 .3 
. ~6 i4 .355 .377 .5778 .663 .5345 ·560 1 . 630 .so .5 3 . 2698 .277 .0000 .ooo . 7001 .8 6 l .l~ .,7 . , l 15 . 4J+2~ ·472 .6316 . 7~1 . 2541 . 25 1 .4 9 • 5 • 90 16 .140 .141 .3659 .3 9 .4225 .448 ·978 .31 .326 
Average ~: ·451 .522 .559 .511 
r .42 .48 .51 .47 
-
--.() 
\.Jl. 
3 . Development of the Q- Sort Instrument . 
1/ 
This study was desi gned to parallel the Wallen- study , 
as one of a series of inquiries into the relation of speech 
performance and the self - concept . In order to develop an I 
instrument for this study , it was decided that the Q- sort to 
be utilized should consist of self-referant statements which 
represent the reactions of persons in speaking situations , 
the feelings and attitudes that persons have about speech , 
in general , and the types of statements that would represent 
the person in terms of the n self - as - object'' and the It self -
as - process" . (In relation to the latter, it should be 
2/ 
mentioned that Rogers ,- whose theoretical framework this 
study is based on , stipulates that the 11 selfn is described 
as the 11 self - as - object" and the nself - as-process", both of 
which have different meanings . The first self may be called 
the 'tself - as - obje ct" since it denotes the person ' s attitudes 
feelings , perceptions and evaluations of himself as an 1 
object . In this sense , the self is what a person thinks of 
himself . The second self , the ttself - as-process 1 , is a doer , 
in the sense that it consists of an active group of processe 
such as thinking , remembering and perceiving . ) 
1/ Vincent Wallen, op . cit ., 
~/ Carl R . Ro gers , op . cit ., P • 497 . 
-
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Two hundred and seventy- five statements were drawn 
from published and unpublished literature relating to 
speech , from reports of counseling and interviewing 
sessions and from reports of persons following a speaking 
experience . The self - descriptive statements selected by 
the writer were then examined for content validity , logic 
and meaningfulness in order to make as certain as possible 
that the Q- sort instrument was valid . 
As a result of the foregoing , it was disclosed that 
many of the validated self - descriptive statements utilized 
= 
by Wallen were germane to the present study involving better 
and poorer speakers . 'I'he next step was to make a thorough 
scrutiny of the Wallen Q- sort it ems . This disclosed further 
that fifty- eight self - descrip tive statements culled by 
Wallen were pertinent to the present study . These state -
ments were used by the writer . 
With fifty- eight statements drawn , the writer then 
examined his list of 275 self-referant statements and found 
that exactly f orty- two of these were not repetitions of 
Wallen ' s items , but were germane , logical, valid and mean-
ingful to the current study . The final Q-sort instrument 
used consisted of 100 self- referant statements . 
=-
IJ 
I 
1: 
4. Personality Trait Sele ction . 
It wa s decided that , in order to make the comparisons 
of the actual - self concepts of the better and poorer speak-
ers more meaningful , it would be necessary to structure the 
Q- sort instrument into specific personality trait categories . 
Such a structuring was ne c essar y to test the fi ft h hypo- II 
thesis , al s o- -that better speaker s differ significantly from 
poorer speakers in certain personality traits . 
Since Rogers ' personality theory had been sele cted as 
the theoretical schema for the present investigation , it 
seemed logi cal to structure the personality traits according 
to Rogers ' personality areas ( dynami cs ). Rogers has found 
that cl i ent s in psychotherapy tend to move from predominant -
ly negative eval~jtion of the sel f to a predominantly posi - II 
tive evaluation .- The personality variables or areas which 
seemed to change during therapy were : Self -Acceptance , 
Self -Reje ction , Independence , Dependence , Withdrawal and 
Emotional Control . These , then , were the personality t r aits 
selected for the present s tudy . 
The next step consisted of presenting the list of per-
sonality trait areas , their defini t ions and the total p opu-
lation of self - referant s t atements (which excluded the 
! / Carl R. Rogers and Rosalind F . Dymond , op . cit ., p . 146 . 
==================================~~==~===========~==-~~=~-=== 
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fifty-eight statements from the Wallen study), to a group 
-- :.::.:_---_ 
of experts for independent judgments as to the goodness , 
reasonability and validity of the trait structure . The jury 
of experts consisted of: l) one Speech Pathologist/Counsel-
ing Psychologist; 2) three Psychologists {all members of the 
Boston University School of Edu cation faculty) and 3) one 
Speech Pathologist/Clinical Psychologist of the United 
States Air Force Medi cal Corps . The instructions for cate-
gorizing the items appear as Appendix B; the p ersonality 
trait list and definitions appear as Appendix c. 
The categorizat ion was completed and returned by all 
five experts . The criteria for the selection of items for 
the final instrument was based on 100 per cent agreement 
among the jury of experts . The analysis of the categoriza-
tion disclosed that forty-two items were to be retained. 
These items had the highest p ercentage of agreement among 
the experts . A complete tabulation of the one hundred self -
referant items is included in the following tables . 
1- r--
~~ ~-~ --
-= ---'-
100 
Table 8. Personality Trait Judgment by Five I 
I 
I 
Expert Judges on Ferullo 's 
Self -Referant Items 
-
Trait Category Number of Agreed Percentage of 
Items Agreement 
(1) (2) ( 3 ) 
Self-Acceptance 8 80 
Independence 5 80 
Self -Rejection 7 80 
Dependence 10 80 
Lack of Emotional 
Control 9 80 
Withdrawal 3 80 
Total Items: Ferullo 42 
Table 9. Personality Trait Judgment by Five 
Expert Judges on Wallen 's 
1:.1 
Self-Referant Items 
Trait Category Number of Agreed Percentage of 
It~ms Agreement 
(1) (2) (3) 
Self-Acceptance 7 6o 
Independence 9 6o 
Self-Rejection 17 80 
Dependence 5 6o 
Lack of Emotional 
Control 7 100 
Withdrawal 13 100 
Total Items: Wallen 58 
1:.1 Vincent Wallen , OE. cit . , 
-~ 
I! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
- --=::.=. 
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Table 10. Breakdown of Self-Referant Items Into 
Trait Category 
(1) 
Self -Acceptance 
Independence 
Self-Rejection 
Dependence 
Lack of Emotional 
Control 
Withdrawal 
Totals . . . . . . 
Personality Trait Categories: 
Wallen and Ferullo Items 
Wall en Items Ferullo Items 
(2) (3) 
7 8 
9 5 
17 7 
5 10 
7 9 
13 3 
. 58 42 
Total Items 
<4) 
i~ 
24 
15 
16 
16 
100 
~OSTON UNIVERSITY 
EDUCATION LIBRARY 
,__ ~------ -
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Table 11 . Key to Individual Self-Referant Items 
(Statement Numbers) by Trait Category 
with Minimum Percentages of Agreement 
Trait category 
(1) 
Self -Acceptance 
Independence 
Self- Reje ction 
Dependence 
Lack of Emotional 
Control 
Withdrawal 
by Experts 
(FERULLO It ems) 
Self -Referant Items 
Statement Numbers 
(2) (3) = 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
') , "7-::- , 17 , 19 , 33 , 34-;;-
41;,-, 42 
2 , 6* , 16 , 18 , 35* 
1 ~:- , 8-:~' 14-::- , 20 , 24-::- , 
32->~ , 3b 
4->:- , 9-::- , 21 , 23, 25-~- , 
28* , 31* , 37 , 39, 40* 
5* , 10, 12* , 22 , 26~, 
27* , 29* , 30*, 38* 
11-::- , 13 , 1 s .,~ 
.,~11 items had 80 per cent agreement except those starred 
which received 100 per cent agr eement . 
~· ·- --_ 
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Table 12 . Key to Individual Self- Referant Items 
(Statement Numb ers) by Trait category 
with Minimum Percentages of Agreement 
by Experts 
( "!allen It ems) 
Trait category Minimum Per centage Self-Referant Items 
(1) ' of Agreement : { 21 Statement Numbersft ~3~ 
Self-Acceptanc e 6o 45 , 4~ , 52 , 58 , 73 , 
95 , 9 
Independence 6o WI , 48 , 59 , 76, 80, 
1 , 91 ' 92 , 93 
Self-Reject ion 80 49 , 55, 56 , 6o , 70 ' 74, 75 , 77 , 78 , 79 , 
85 , 88 , 90 , 94 , 97 , 
99 , 100 
Dependence 6o 43 , 50 , 57 , 71 , 82 
La ck of Emotional 
Control 100 53 , 62 , 66 67 , 69 , , 
72 , 89 
I 
Withdrawal 100 U.7 , 51 , ~~ : 61 , 6~ , I 6~ , 65 , 83, 8 , 8 , 87, 98 
# Complete list of self - referant statements may be found 
in Appendix A. 
---~------
-=- -=-
Table 13 . Key to Individual Self-Referant Items 
(Statement Numb ers) by Trait Category 
with Minimum Percentages of Agreement 
by Experts 
(Wallen and Ferullo Items) 
II 
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Trait Category Minimum Percentage 
of Agreement 
Self-Referant Item&¥ 
Statement Numb ers 1: (1) 
Self -Acceptance 
Independence 
Self- Rejection 
Dependence 
Lack of Emo tional 
Control 
Withdrawal 
(2) 
6o 
6o 
80 
6o 
80 
80 
{3) 
3->:- , ? -::--::- , 17-::-, 19·::-, 
~r~~~-"52, 4~;;:- · 7~~" II 
2 , 01 "" 16" 18" •j;- , •n"'"'H"' , •,,· J '"'t\ , 
3 5-::--::- , 44 , 48, 59 , 76 , 
80 , 81, 91 , 92 , 93 
1-::- -:~ , 8-::--;~ , 14·:H:- , 20 , 
~~-:--::-56 : 26~ : ~~ : ~4 : 
75 , 77 , 78, 79, 85 , 
88 , 90, 94, 97 , 99, 
100 
4-::--::-, 9-:h:- , 21 ~~ , 23 ~~' 
25-::--:~ , 28 ~:--::- , 31-::--::- ' 
37* , 39*, 40** , 43, 
50 ' 57, 71' 82 
11-::--::- , 
51-"--"- ' 
63-"--"-' 
68 "" .. ,,-;,·, 
86-"·-,.-' 
-"- Where minimum percentage of agreement among experts for 
the personality trait category was 60 , the item had 80 
per cent agreement . 
-::--::- Where minimum percentage of agreement among experts for 
the personality trait category was 80 , the item had 100 
per cent agreement . 
# A complete list of self - referant stateme nts may be found 
in Appendix A. 
I 
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5. Validity of the Personality Trait Structure. 
The method which was selcted for establishing validity 
of the personality trait structure consisted of requesting 
the five experts to categorize the items . This procedure 
was adopted from Wallen. The criteria for the retention of 
items for the final instrument was a minimum of 60 per cent 
agreement among the experts. As can be seen in the follow-
ing table, at least 79 per cent of the self-referant state-
ments had 80 per cent agreement among the experts and 45 per 
cent of the items received 100 per cent agreement . 
Table 14. Analysis of Self -Referant Statements by Category 
to Show Differences in Percentage of Agreement 
Trait category Minimum Percentage Total ~of Agreement 
of Agreement Items 0 80 100 
~1) {2} ~3) {4T [1)) (6~ 
Self-Acceptance 6o 15 7 5 3 
Independence 6o 14 9 3 2 
Self -Rejection 6o 24 0 19 ~ Dependence 6o 15 5 4 
Lack of Emotional 
Control 6o 16 0 2 14 
Withdrawal 6o 16 0 1 15 
Totals 100 21 34 45 
--
-
-- --
---~---
-
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6. ReliabilitX of the Personality Trait Categories . 
Wallen tested the reliability of the personality trait 
categories by requesting the experts to categorize the items 
for the second time . The re -categorizing was completed 
after a four week interval . The percentage of agreement of 
the second categorization with that of the first for the 
fifty-eight Wallen it ems is disclosed in the table below: 
Table 15 . Percentages of Agreement Between Second Ratings 
of the Personality Trait Categories and the 
Initial Ratings on Wallen Items 
Trait 
Category Expert A Expert B Expert C Expert D Expert E Means 
(1) (2) (3) (4-) (5) (b) (7) 
-,, ... 1 88 .8 66 .6 66 :6 88 .8 77 -7 76:6 2 66 .6 33 -3 33.3 33 ·3 
~ 75 .0 6o .o 95 .0 8o.o 90 .5 to .5 51 .2 51 .2 87 .5 100.0 50 .0 67 ·9 100 .0 75 .0 91 .6 91 .6 58 .3 92.4 6 100 .0 93 · 7 93 ·7 87 .5 87 .5 92 -4 
Means ..• 80 . 2 63 .3 85 .J 80 . 2 66 .2 76 .6 
Mean Average ••• 75 .0 
.. ~~ Key for Trait categories above : 
1 
-
Self -Acceptance 
2 - Independence 
~ - Self-Reject ion - Dependence - Lack of Emotional Control 6 
-
Withdrawal 
..-
-----
-·~ 
F-= -- -- -:o 
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The procedure used by Wallen for testing the personality 
trait category reliability was adopted by the pre sent writer 
The agreement among the experts on the forty-two items 
culled for the Q- sort instrument by the current investigator 
are shown by percentages of agreement in the following 
table: 
Table 16 . Percentages of Agreement Among the Experts 
on Personality Trait categories 
Ferullo Items 
Trait 
Category Expert A Expert B Exr:_ert c Expert D Exgert E Means 
(l) (2) (3) ( ) (5) ( ) ( 7) 
~=· l 81 .3 81 .3 62 .4 71 . 7 53 .1 70 .0 
2 90 .0 90 .0 90 .0 60 .0 6o .o 84 . 0 
~ 78 .3 89 . 3 89 .. 3 ?.8 89 .3 82 . 8 82 . 5 90.0 75.0 90 .0 82 .5 8~ .0 
6 83 .2 91.6 83 .2 61 .6 83 .2 8 .5 91 .6 91 . 6 91 .6 6 .6 91.6 86 .6 
Means ••• 84 . 5 88 .9 81 .9 79 .6 76 . 6 82 .3 
Mean Average ••• 82 .3 
-
.. ;~- Key for Trait categories above: 
1 - Self- Acceptance 
2 - Independence 
~ - Self-Rejection - Dependence 
6 - Lack of Emotional Control 
-
Withdrawal 
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Table 17. Percentages of Agr eement Between Second Ratings 
of the Personality Trait Cat egories and the 
Initial Ratings of Ferullo Items 
Trait categor y Expert A Expert B Expert c Means 
{ 1 [ ~2J ( 3~ O!J ~L: 
Self - Ac ceptance 75 .0 66 . 7 57 . 0 66 .2 
Independence 100 .0 100 .0 75 . 0 92 .0 
Self - Rejection 100 .0 85 . 7 78 .0 87 ·9 
Dependence 100 .0 100 .0 100 . 0 100 . 0 
Lack of Emotion-
al Control 88 . 8 100 .0 100 .0 96 .3 
iNithdrawal 66 .2 100 .0 67 .0 77 · 7 
Means ••••••.•... 88 .3 92 .6 79 -5 86. 7 
Mean Average .•..•..••.. 86 . 7 
I 
.----- = 
7. Reliability of the Q- Sort Instrument . 
Establishment of the reliability of the Q- sort instru-
ment was by the test - retest method . This method seemed most 
practical due to the length of testing time required for the 
students to sort the 100 statement three different times . 
The testing time ranged from 1 hour and 15 minutes to 3 
hour s for each person on the total sort . The average test -
ing time was about 2 hours . In view of this time factor, 
and, in consider ing the fact that the university from which 
the subjects for the study were drawn is a co - operative 
educational school , obtaining sufficient subjects for a 
retest was difficult . Many of the students enrolled at th~ 
school spend almost as much , if not more , time on- the - job 
working than they do in classes . Two hours of their time , 
then , meant wages lost or possibly study time taken away . 
Among the subjects in this study there were some who were 
not on the co - operative plan, but rather were full - time 
students . These subjects were in school for forty con-
secutive weeks , which meant that they were more readily 
available to the investigator . Therefore , the full-time 
students were asked to take a re-test . The re - test con-
sisted of a re - administration of the total Q-sort instrument 
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Sixteen subjects were available for the re-testing . 
Eight better speakers and eight poorer speakers , about 25 
per cent of the population, were re - tested after an inter-
val of four weeks . 
Following the basic test administration , the reliabil -
ity coefficients of correlation for the Q- sort were computed 
and the results were tabulated and are reported in the table 
below : 
Table 18. Test -Retest Reliability Coefficients 
of Correlation of the Better 
and Poorer Speakers 
Better Speakers Poorer Speakers 
N r Actual r Ideal r Other N r Actual r Ideal r Other 
1 .658 
. 454 . 662 9 . 426 
· l41 . 525 2 . 502 . 229 . 512 10 . 727 • 01 
-741 
~ . 581 · 771 . 610 11 . 422 .562 ·r · 7~2 .5~7 . 701 12 . 514 .427 • 83 ~ .s 6 · 3 1 . 7~1 i4 · 59~ ·l39 • 68 •l l5 . 852 · 4 1 •l2 • 9~ . 681 7 • 72 :~6~ . 536 15 • 69 . 78 . 672 8 . 695 .533 16 . 601 . 585 . 632 
Means . b41 . 543 . 597 . 584 . 642 . bl7 
Pearsonian Formula:!/ Mean Average: . 6o4 
A[!vz x .. - (£ ,_tJ [N£Y,_-(£v)j 
,!/ J . p . Guilford , op . cit ., p . 141 . 
111 
8. Method of Data Collection . 
The method of assessment of the three aspects of the 
self-concept consisted of requesting each subject to sort 
the 100 self-referant statements according to three separate 
sets of instructions. Each subject was seated at a large 
table and was asked to sort the self-referant statements 
according to how he thought the statements described him as 
he was (the actual-self sort) , how he thought others saw 
him {the nhow I think others see me-self sort) and how he 
thought he would like to be ( the ideal-self sort) . The 
self- sorts were administered in a randomized fashion . Con-
sequently , a number of the subjects began the sorting with 
the actual-self sort , others started with the ideal - self 
sort and others commenced the sorting with t he '•how I think 
others see meq - self sort . 
The self - referant statements were typed in large pica 
type letters on unmarked white 3 x 5 cards . Each subje ct 
was presented a set of cards which were previously shuffled . 
The following instructions applied to the administration of 
the actual - self s ort: 
I 
Here is a number of cards . You will notice that 
on each of these cards there is a statement that 
des cribes or tells something about a person . I 
want you to read them through so that you will 
get an idea of what they are like . After you 
finish looking through them , I want you to sort 
the cards into three piles , according to how you 
--- --
--
-
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think the statements describe you as you are . 
In the ri ght hand pile, I would like you to 
put those statements that you think describe 
you the MOST . In the left hand pile , I would 
like you to put those statements that you 
think describe you the LEAST . In the middle 
pile , I would like you to put those statements 
that you consider to be I N BETWEEN . Before 
you begin to sort the cards , I would like you 
to read through a number of them so that you 
will be able to compare them . It will help if 
the three piles are about equal in size . 
You now have three piles of cards . I want you 
to break these piles down so that they will go 
into these spaces . (The administrator lays out 
nine spaces--bins numbered from 1 to and in-
cluding 9, each indicating the number of cards 
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to be placed in the spac e before it . Space 
number 9 should be to the subject •s right in-
dicating the ttmost descriptiven end of the array . ) 
Take the ri ght hand pile now and read the cards 
through , com]lB.ring them with each other . Select 
the eleven cards with the statements that you 
think describe you the most . Out of these eleven 
cards , choose the four that you think describe 
you more than the others and place these four 
down in space number 9· The remaining seven 
cards go into space number 8 . 
We now need twelve cards for space number 7. 
Would you please read through the statements in 
the ri ght hand pile and select the twelve cards 
that you think describe you the most and place 
them in space number 7. Now , please select the 
next seventeen cards with the statements that 
you think descr ibe you more than the others and 
place them in space number 6. 
The subject was then instructed to follow the same 
steps, consuming the cards in the left hand pile and fi l ling 
spaces 1, 2 , 3 , 4, with four , seven , twelve , seventeen , 
respectively . The space numbered 5 requires twenty cards . 
I 
-
ll 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
- ,-----,-----
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With proper sorting , there should be twenty statements 
remaining for insertion into space number 5. The subjects 
I 
were encouraged to do. as mu ch card comparing as possible. I I 
A similar set of instructions was utilized for the I 
ideal - self sort and the "other" - self sort with the exception 
that in the ideal-self sort the subject was asked to sort 
the cards according to how he thought he would like to be 
and in the instructions for the "other" - self sort, the sub-
ject was asked to sort the cards according to how he thought 
others saw him . 
The score obt ained for each of the self - referant state-
ments was the number of the space into which it was placed . 
For example , if the subject on the actual-self sort placed 
statement number nine into bin number 7, statement number 
nine was given a score of 7; if the subject on the ideal -
self sort placed statement number nine into bin number six , 
statement number nine was gi ven a score of 6; if the subject l 
on the 1tother1t-self sort placed statement nine into bin 
number eight , statement number nine was g iven a score of 8. 
(The cards were reshuffled after each sorting . The tester 
was available to answer any questions . ) 
--
I 
I 
-------
--
9 · Statistical Treatment of the Data . 
The basic data of this study consisted of three 
approximately normal distributions of 100 self - referant 
statements for each subject . 
I! 
-t 
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Following the usual Q-technique, the Pearsonian corre-
lation coefficient (r ) was utilized to represent the corre -
lations between the self-sorts . This method constitutes an 
excellent way of relating the vari ous sorts for several 
reasons. Since the sorts represent forced normal distribu-
tions, many of the major assumptions inherent in such corre-
lations are automatically met . First, although it is not 
necessary to assume normal distribut ions of the self - sorts 
being correlated to use E' the assumptions of linearity or 
regression and homoscedasticity are quite generally assoc-
iated with normal marginal distributions . Another advantage 
of r as a measure of relationship for such sorts is more 
practical than theoretical . Since in each distribution of 
sorts the mean and the variance (standard deviation ) are the 
same , the computation of £ is greatly simplified . 
The formula which was used is derived from the raw 
score relationship of the usual Pearson product - moment 
correlation, which can be used when the standard deviations 
and means of the distributions to be correlated are the 
same , as 
-
2 
where K1 = (£ X) 
________ , 
K 2 
and K2 = Nf X"' -
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(£X) ': 
Although £ correlations represent the basic data of 
this study, it was felt that a transformation of them prior 
to the application of formal statistical tests was necessary 
Such a transformation was felt necessary due to certain 
peculiarities in the sampling error of r. In spite of 
randomness of sampling procedure, variable errors causing 
£ to differ from the true population value occur. An ade-
quate measure of the sampling variation of £'S is necessary 
when comparing mean values for £ for groups , but the usual 
formula for obtaining the standard error of r is misleading 
unless N is very large and the universe r is zero. When 
universe£ is large , the distribution of sample E's is 
skewed, such skewness being also inversely proportional to 
N. Thus, not only are the standard error estimates of E 
useless when comparing mean group £'s, but in addition, the 
usual small sample parametric statistics for such compari-
sons cannot be used depending as they do on normal distri-
butions. 
In this study the implicit assumption exists that the 
correlations between the self-sorts in the populations are 
~--------------------------~-------
------
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: values considerably greater than zero . If this assumption 
I 
I 
I 
! 
is accurate , the sampling distribution of E is skewed . 
Since the number of better speakers and poorer speakers 
processed in this study is not large , small sample theory 
provides the basis for the statistical tests of the hypo -
theses , therefore , some way of correlating for sampling 
errors of high values of E and relatively small numbers of 
subjects had to be found and applied before the correlation 
coefficients could be adequately treated statistically . 
The procedure followed in such a case is the trans -
1/ 
formation of £ to z which has been developed by Fisher . -
The formula: 
z = 1 . 1513 [ log10 (l ~ r) - log10 (1 - r~ 
The conversion of £ to ~ brings about symmetrical sampling 
distributions , regardless of the size of r . 
2/ 
McNemar- summarizes two distinct advantag es of the z 
transformation . They are (l) the distribution of z for 
suc c essive samples is independent of the universe value, 
£ (the sampling distribution will have the same dispersion 
for all values of £); (2) the distribution of z for 
1/ J . P . Guilford , op . cit . , p . 212 . 
2/ Quinn Mc Nemar , Psychological Statistics , John Wiley 
and Sons, New York , 1949 , p . 123 . 
-
----
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successive samples is so nearly normal that it can be 
treated as such with very little loss of accuracy . The z 
values for the total better g roup and the total poorer 
group are presented in Appendix G. 
The statistical tests employed in this study consisted 
of ~-tests of group means , t-tests of group mean correla-
tions expressed in terms of ~' and simple analysis of vari-
ance . Such tests were used to determine whether the mean 
z ' s of two groups were significantly differe nt . The t -t ests 
of the group means of the personality trait categories were 
employed to test whether the differences of the means of the 
trait categories were significant . 
-
- -
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
A. Restatement of the Majo r Hypothe ses. 
Before presenting the results of this study, the 
writer believes that a restatement of the major hyp otheses 
is necessary . They are as follows: 
l . The mean correlation score between the actual-self 
sort and the ideal -self sort of a group of poorer 
speakers will be significantly less than the mean 
correlation score between the actual-self sort and 
the ideal - self sort of a group of better speakers . 
2 . The mean correlation score between the actual-self 
sort and the "how I think others see me" -s elf sort 
of a group of poorer speakers will be significantly 
higher than the correlation score between the 
actual-self sort and the ideal-self sort of the 
same group. 
3. The mean correlation score between the actual - self 
sort and the ''how I think others see me'• - self sort 
of a group of poorer speakers will be significant -
ly lower than the correlation score between like 
measures of a group of better speakers. 
118 
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4. The mean correlation score between the actual-self 11 
sort and the ideal - self sort of a group of better 
speakers will not be significantly different from 
the correlation score of the actual - self sort and 
the '1how I think others see me'•-self sort of the 
same group . 
5. The mean scores of the personality trait cate-
gories selected for this study will reflect sig-
nificant differences between the better speakers 
and the poorer speakers . 
B. Personality Trait Categorx Scores . 
The mean personality trait category scores for the 
two groups , better speakers and poorer speakers, are shown II 
in the table on the following page : 
I 
J 
~, 
I 
I 
II 
II 
----· ·- --=-' --
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Table 19 . Mean Personality Trait Scores of 
Better and Poorer Speakers 
Personality Better Poorer t Level of 
Trait s s:eeakers s:eeakers Scores Confidence (1) (2) (3) (1}) (5) 
Self- Acceptance ~2 .t0 86 .30 2.40 .05 Independenc e 5 . 7 80 . 67 2.10 .05 
Self - Rejection 109 . 60 110 . 00 1 .13 . 05 
Dependence 80 .03 80 .10 1 . 98 .05 
Lack of Emotional 
78 . 60 Control 7~ . 23 2.10 .05 
Withdrawal 5 .13 62 .33 1 .14 .05 
The t-test of the differences in the means of the 
personality traits showed all but two traits: Self-
Rejection and Withdrawal , to be sufficiently great to per-
mit rejection of the hypothesis at the .05 level of con-
fidence . 
In general , it can be said that the better speakers 
in this study tended to be more self-acceptant and inde -
pendent and that they seemed to be b e tter able to control 
themselves emotionally than the poorer speakers . The 
poorer speakers tended to be more dependent and to be 
lacking in emotional control . There seemed to be no 
apparent differences between better speakers and poorer 
speakers in terms of the self- rejection and withdrawal 
personality traits . 
- ---==~~~============================~~= 
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I 
I c. Comparison of Measurements WITHIN the Groups. 
i 
I 
I 
I 
1. The Better Speakers' Actual-Self/Ideal-Self 
Relationship . 
The coefficients of correlation obtained for the 
E A:I relationship ranged from .11 to .66 for all 
subjects . The mean correlation of coefficient was I 
The coefficient values transformed into 
·33 . 
Fisher's~ equivalents ranged from .11 to . 79, wit~l 
a mean value of .34. The conversion of the mean z 
value to E yielded a val ue of .33. Thus, it can II 
be said that the better speakers, as a group, show 
a low positive correlation between the actual-self 
and the ideal-self concepts. 
2. The Better Speakers t Actual - Self L1tHow I Think 
Others See Me" - Self Relationshi:p . 
I The coefficients of correlation obtained for the 
I 
I 
11 r A :0 relationship range d from an .£ of .23 to an 
I 
I 
I 
r of .67 for all subjects. The mean r value was 
.38 . The coefficient values transformed into 
Fisher 's~ equivalents yielded a rang e of .23 to 
.81, with a mean value of .40 . The conversion of 
the mean~ value toE yielded a value of .38 . Thus, 
it can be said that the better speakers, as a 
group , show a low positive correlation between the 11 
actual-self and the "How I Think Others See Me"-
p 
I 
~·----------------~----------
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self concept s . 
3 . The Poorer Speakers ' Actu al - Self/Ideal - Self 
Relationship . 
4· 
The coefficients of correlation obtained for the 
poorer speakers ' r A : I relationship ranged from 
- .13 to .55 , with a mean r of . 27 . Fisher ' s z 
equivalents ranged from -.13 to . 62 with a mean z 
of . 27 . The conver sion of Fisher ' s z mean value 
to r yielded the value of . 28 . Thus, it can be 
said that the poorer speakers , as a group , reflect 
a rather low correlation between their actual - self 
and ideal - self perceptions . 
The Poorer Speakers ' Actual - Self/"How I Think 
Others See Me" - Self Relationship . 
The coefficients of correlation obtained for the 
poorer speakers ' r A : O relationship rang ed from 
- . 12 to . 61 , with a mean r of .34. Transformed 
into Fisher ' s~ equivalents the values ranged from 
-.12 to . 71 , with a mean z of .35 . The conversion 
of the mean ~ to £ yielded the valu e of .34 . Thus , 
it can be said that the poorer speakers , as a " 
group , show a definite , but low correlation between 
their actual-self and tthow I think others see me 1t -
self concepts . 
._, 
~--------~------~------------~--------------
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For- purposes of summarization, the foregoing informa_-
tion is reported in_ tabular form:-
Table 20. Actual-Self/Ideal-Self and Actual-Self/Other-
Self Relationshipst Better and Poorer Speakers 
Actual-IdeaL Range Mean Range Mean Conversion 
Relationship r - r z z of Hean 
z to r (11= .. r2.1 13l {ltJ (2l I2l . -
Better Speakers .11-. 66 .33 .11- .. 79 .3l.r ·33 
Poorer Speakers ~ 13-.55 .2.7 -.13-.62 .28 .27 
="" 
- -
................. :a= = wa....- -=-:--=err..,.....-. ActuaL-Other 
Relationshil;l 
Better Speakers .23-.67 .38 .23-.81 .l.ro .38 
Poorer Speakers-.12-.61 .3l.r -.12.-.71 .35 .34 
-
D. ComJ;)arison of the Measurements BETWEEN the GroYQs. 
1. The Better SJ;)eakers' Actual-Self/Ideal-Self ,Port 
RelationshiJ;l Com]ared With the Poorer Speakers' 
Actual-Self/Ideal-Belf Sort Relationship. 
(Hypothesis #1) 
A simple analysis of variance, F-test, was 
. 
applied to test the significance of the difference 
betv1een the better speakers' mean ,& A:I relation-
ship and the poorer speakers' mean z A:I relation-
ship. The. results yielded an F of 2.55 which 
seems to indicate that there is no reason to 
reject the null .. hypothesis. The results 
disclose that there is no significant difference 
-
........___, 
II 
I! 
I! 
between the ways in which the better speakers per-
ceive themselves as they feel they actually are anc 
the way in which they think they would like to be, I 
and the way in which the po orer speakers likewis e 
perceive themselves. 
2. The Better Speakers' Actual - Self/Ideal - Self Sort 
Relationship Compared With the Better Speakers • 
Actual - Self/Other- Self Sort Relationship. 
(Hypothesis # 2) 
A simple analysis of variance on correlated 
measures , E - test , was applied to test the signifi -
cance of the difference between the better 
speakers ' mean! A : I relationship and the better 
speakers ' mean~ A : O relationship. The results 
disclosed an F of 11 . 08 which leads to the re -
jection of the null hypothesis at the . 01 level of 1 
confidence . The results indicate that there is a 
significant difference between the ways in which 
the better speakers perceiv e themselves as they 
feel they actually are in relation to the way in 
which they would like to be as compared with the 
way they feel they actually are and the way they 
think others perceive them . 
--
3. The Betj:_er Speakers 1 Ac.tual-Self/Other-Self Sort 
Relationship Compared With the Poorer Speru{ers' 
Actual-Self/Other-Self Sort RelationshiQ. 
(Hypothesis #3 ) 
A simple analysis of variance, F-test, was applied to 
test the significance of the difference between the 
better speakers• mean~ A:O relationship and the 
poorer speakers• mean~ A:O relationship. The 
results yielded an F of 1.31 which seems to indicate 
that there is no reason to reject the null hypothesis . 
The results disclosed that there is no difference in 
the ways in which the better sperurers and poorer 
speakers perceive :themseLves as they actually 
think they are and the way in which they think 
others perceive them. 
4. The Poorer Speakers 1 Actual-Self/Ideal-Sel_f_ Sort 
Relationship Compared With the Poorer Spe~kers' 
Actual-Self/Other-Self Sort Relationship. 
(Hypothesis #4) 
A simple analysis of variance on correlated measures, 
F-test, was applied to test the significance 
of the difference between the poorer speakers• 
mean ~ A:I relationship '~th the poorer spe~kers' 
mean ~ A:O relationship. The results yielded 
an F of 7.57 which leads to the rejection 
126 I 
of the null hypothesis at the . 01 level of ! 
confidence. The results disclose that there is a 
significant difference in the ways in which the 
poorer speakers perceive themselves as they think 
they actually are in relation to how they think 
they would like to be as compared to the ways in 
which they perceive themselves to actually be in 
relation to how they think others see them . 
E . Tests of Significance for the Self - Sorts . 
Following the conversion of the reliability co-
efficients of the self - sorts into Fisher ' s~ equivalents, 1 
the mean z t s were converted into r values and statistical I 
tests concerned with testing whether or not the r 1 s differ-
ed significantly from zero were performed using the follow-
1/ 
ing f ormula :-
{).,. : I- ,_]... ----~----------J r -Or / A'-1 
The above formula may be used in product moment correlation 
2 
provided that the r portion of the equation is set to no't 
in the calculation. This was done . The results of the 
tests of significance for the mean r' s for the better and 
poorer speakers are contained in the following table: 
1/ J. P . Guilford , op . cit ., p . 205, p . 209. 
__ , 
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Table 21 . Results of the Tests of Significance for the 
Mean r's of the Self- Sort Relationships of 11 
the Better and Poorer Speakers 
r Relationship Better Spe akers Poorer Speakers Confidence 
A: I 
A:O 
r S .E . t r S . E . t Level 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
1 . 80 
2 . 07 
. 27 .18S 
.34 .18S 
1 . 83 
1 . 83 
.OS to . 10 
.OS to .10 
The results of the t - tests indicated that the mean 
r ' s of the self - sorts for the better and poorer speakers 
were significantly different somewhere between the .OS and 
. 10 levels of confidence . 
F . Tests of Significance of the Major Hypotheses . 
Results of the tests of significance for the differ-
ences between the mean personality trait scores for the 
better and the poorer speakers wer e reported first . Then , 
the tests of significance for the mean E's were reported . 
The next step was to determine the significance of the 
differences between the various self-sorts of the better 
,, 
I~ 
I 
and poorer speakers . The results of the tests of signifi - ' 
cance of the major hypotheses were reported earlier. They 
are summarized in the table following: 
-----
- ,--
I 
II 
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Table 22 . Tests of Significance for the Major Hypotheses 
r Relationships Better Poorer F - Score Needed Level of 
Speakers Speakers to be Confi-
Signi - dence 
ficant 
(1} (2) (3) (~} (.5) {62 
Actual/Ideal .33 . 27 2.55 4 · 03 .05 
Actual /Ideal 
·33 
7.56 vs . 11 . 08 . 01 
Actual/Other .J8 
Actual/Other . 38 
·34 1 .31 4 · 03 .05 
Actual/Ideal . 27 
7.56 vs . 7.57 .01 
Actual/Other 
-34 
G. Discussion of the Results . 
The better speakers' actual -self/ideal - self relation-
ships which ranged from a positive correlation value of .11 
to . 79 yielded a converted mean E of . 33 . Such a result 
tends to disclose that better speakers , as a group , show a 
low positive correlation between the actual - self and the 
ideal-self concepts. This seems to indicate that there is 
a definite, but small , relationship between the better 
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speakers ' perceptions of themselves as they think they are 
and how they think they would like to be . 
The better speakers' actual - self/1thow I think others 
see me" - self relationships ranged from a positive correla-
tion z value of . 23 to . 81 and yielded a mean z value of 
.38 . This latter mean value indicates to some extent that 
the better speakers, as a group , show a definite, but low, 
correlation between their actual -s elf concepts and the "how 
I think others see me'' -self concepts, thus reflecting a 
small relationship between how they perceive themselves as 
they think they are and how they think other persons see 
them. 
The poorer speakers' actual-self/ideal - self relation-
ships are reflected by correlation values ranging from a 
low negative ! of -.13 to a positive! of .61. The convert-
ed mean r was . 27 whi ch seems to indicate that the poorer 
speakers , as a group, reflect rather low correlation between 
their actual-self and ideal - self perceptions . This tends to 
reveal a lack of substantial relationship between the way 
the poorer speakers perceive themselves as they are and 
their perception of how they think they would like to be . 
The poorer speakers' actual-selff•how I think others 
see men-self relationships are reflected by mean ! scores 
ranging from a low negative correlation of -.12 to a rather 
II 
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high positive correlation of . 71 , with a converted mean r 
of .34 . On the basis of this mean correlation value , it is 
indicated that poorer speakers show a low positive relation-
ship between their perception of how they think they are and 
how they think other persons see them . I! 
The comparisons of the Q- sort correlation relationships
1 
of the better speakers were tested for significance . The ~ 
Ill test disclosed that the better speakers ' mean actual - self/ 
ideal - self relationship was signifi cantly lower than the 11 
actual - self/~tothers" - self relationship of the same group at 
a value something better than the . 01 level of confidence . 
The comparisons of the Q- sort correlation relationships 
of the poorer speakers ' group were tested for significance . 
The test disclosed that the p o orer speakers ' mean actual -
self/ ideal - self relationship was significantly lower than 
the po orer speakers ' actual - self / other - self relationship at 
a value something better than the . 01 level of confidence . 
The comparison o f the personality trait categories ' 
score were tested for significance . The tests revealed that 
the p oorer speakers' mean scores were significantly lower 
for the personality traits of Self - Ac ceptance and Independ-
enc e . This discloses that poorer speakers , as a group , tend 
to be less self - accepting of their feelings , motives and 
social and personal experiences . This also indicates that 
'I 
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the poorer speakers view themselves as being less autono-
mous , less self- directing , and less spontaneous in their 
behavior as compared with the better speakers . 
The better speakers ' mean score for the trait: Lack of 
Emotional Control was significantly lower t han that of the 
poorer speakers. This indicates that the poorer speakers 
tend to perceive themselves as lacking in competence to cope 
with many of the affective aspects of life , i . e ., their 
reactions to the usual stress situations are characterized 
by tension, strain and/or anxiety . 
The mean scores of both the better and poorer sp eakers ' 
groups for the trai t of Dependence indicates that a signifi -
cant difference exists at the .05 level of confidence. 
Therefore , it may be stated that the poorer speakers per-
ceive themsel ves as being mor e dependent than the better 
speakers . 
I 
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CHA PTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSI ONS 
A. Summary . 
This study has attempted to investigate the self-
concepts and personality traits of two group s of college 
speakers with varying degrees of speaking ability . One 
group of thirty better speakers and one group of thirty 
poorer speakers were studied . 
According to the "Self- theory" as it has evolved from 
experiences in client -centered therapy , the perception of 
oneself is congruent and consistent with one's own behavior 
and adjustment . Applying this theory, the present writer 
has att er~ted to investigate the congruence of the self-
concept relationships and the personality traits of both 
better speakers and poorer speakers . 
On the basis of theoretical discussions in the second 
chapter to this study, specific hypotheses regarding the 
self-concepts of better and poorer speakers were evolved . 
Sixty college students, who met the specified criteria 
for selection for this study , were used as a result of 
random selection. The students were enrolled in basic 
' I 
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public speaking courses at Northeastern University in Boston, 
Massachusetts . Thirty of t h ese students met selection 
F+===========~~=====~ 
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criteria f or better s peake rs and thirty met selection 
criteria for poorer speakers. 
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The self-assessment instrument used in this investiga-
tion was a Q-sort of 100 self-referant statements elicited 
from persons in public speaking courses, counseling sessions, 
pertinent textbooks and other literature. The population of 
self-descriptive statements was structured into six per-
sonality trait categories by a panel of five experts. The 
categories were: (1) Self-Acceptance, (2) Independence, 
(3) Self-Rejection, (4) Dependence , (5) Lack of Emotional 
Control and (6) Withdrawal. 
In order to investigate the self-perceptions of both 
better and poorer speakers at length, three self-concepts 
were sampled. The sampling was accomplished by requesting 
each subject to sort 100 self-referant statements into three 
separate Q.-arrays (quasi-normal distributions). Ea ch array 
was a forced-choice Q-sort. The sortings indicated the 
degree of similarity between each statement and the sub-
ject's conception of himself as he thought he was (actual-
self sort), and as he thought he would like to be (ideal-
self sort), and as he thought others saw him (''how I think 
others see me" -self sort). The sorts were administered in 
a randomized order. 
The scores for each sorting were obtained and correla-
--- ----
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tion coefficients were computed for the actual/ideal-self 
sort relationships and the actual/other- self sort rela-
tionships for the better and poorer speakers . The 
Pearsonian product-moment correlation formula was used . 
The coefficients of correlation we r e transformed into 
Fisher ' s! equivalents . Scores were obtained for the per-
sonality trait categories as contained in the actual - self 
sort , i . e ., "How I think the statements describe me as I 
actually am . " 
The mean correlation scores for the self - sort relation-
ships and the mean scores of the personality trait cate-
gories were tested for significance by means of small sample 
statistical methods. 
The reliability of the trait categories was established 
by a re - categorizing of the items by the panel of experts . 
Since 58 of the 100 self-referant statements used in this 
study were culled from a previous similar st udy , 42 items 
gathered by the writer were re - submitted to three of the 
original five expert j udges . Total categ ory reliability 
for these 42 items was .87 . The reliability for the trait 
categ ory of Lack of Emo tional Control was .96 . The re-
liability for the trait category of Dependence was 100 per 
cent . The re - categ orizing was done following an eight week 
- - -
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period. Reliability for the 58 items drawn from another 
closely related investigation, also established through re-
categorization by a panel of experts, was .75 for the total 
instrument. Reliability for the trait categories of Self-
Rejection and Lack of Emotional Control was .85. 
The reliability for the total Q-sort instrument , 100 
items, was established by the test-retest method, utilizing 
the total instrument, 100 items sorted three times under 
three different sets of instructions . This was done follow-
ing a four week period and was administered to a random 
sample of 16 speakers, 8 better and 8 poorer . The obtained 
mean r for the three self-sorts for the two groups was .604 . 
Tests of significance were applied to the mean correla-
tion coefficients for the self-sort r elationships and for 
the mean personality trait scores for the better and poorer 
speakers and the results were reported. The latter dis-
closed that the following statements may be made: 
(1) 
(2) 
Better speakers revealed a higher mean score 
for their actual-self/ideal-self concept re-
lationship than the poorer speakers. 
The better speakers' actual-self concept~'how 
I think others see me" -self concept relation-
ship was significantly higher than the better 
speakers' actual-self/ideal-self concept 
relationship. 
I 
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(3) Better speakers revealed a hi gher mean score 
for their actual - self/11 others 11 - self concept 
relationship than the poorer speakers . 
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Poorer speakers ' actual-self concept/11 how I 
think others see me11 -self concept relation-
ship was significantly higher than the poorer 
speakers' actual-self/ideal-self concept 
relationship . 
(5) Poorer speakers exhibited a significantly 
lower mean score for the personality trait 
categories of Self-Acceptance and Independence, 
and significantly higher scores for the trait 
categories of Lack of Emotional Control and 
Dependence . 
(6) Poorer speakers did not exhibit significant 
differences from the better speakers in terms 
of the mean personality trait scores for the 
categories of Self -Rejection and Withdrawal . 
B. Conclusions . 
The present research indicates that the "self-theoryu, 
as it has evolved from client - centered therapy , is a useful 
frame of reference for investigating self - concepts and 
personality traits . 
Perhap s the most important conclusion which may be 
drawn from this study is that , contrary to the results 
repor ted in several previous studies , poorer speakers do 
not differ significantly from better speakers in terms of 
the personality trait of withdrawal . 
In comparison to the findings of Wallen ' s study with 
adolescent st utterers and non- stutterers , the following is 
-· ·-- --
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presented: 
The stutterers' actual-s elf/ideal-self relationship 
correlation coefficients ranged from a -.41 to • • 83 
with a mean of . 29 . The poorer speakers' a ctual-
self/ideal - self relationship correlation coeffi-
cients ranged from a -.13 to .55 with a mean of . 28. 
The non-stutterers' actual - self/ideal-self relation-
ship correlation coefficients ranged from .31 to 
.90 with a mean of .62. The better speakers ' same 
relationship correlation coefficients ranged from 
.11 to .66 with a mean of .34 . 
The stutterers' actual-self/11 others"-self relation-
ship correlation coefficients rang ed from a -.38 to 
a + .82 with a mean of .49 . The poorer speakers' 
same relationship correlation coefficients ranged 
from a -.12 to a .61 with a mean of .34. 
The non- stutterers' actual-self/0 otherstt-self 
relationship correlation coefficients ranged from 
.40 to .95 with a mean of .67. The better speakers' 
same relationship correlation coefficients ranged 
from a . 23 to .67 with a mean of .38. 
Thus, it can be said that there are differences in the 
range of the mean E's of the Wallen study as compared to 
the present study . It seems that the study groups of the 
former investigation are not truly comparable to the 
current research. In general, it can be stated that 
stutterers do tend to have a rather large amount of per-
sonali ty and social problems as compared to the ''average" 
person (this is supported by evidence). Also , the instru-
ment utilized by Wallen contained some items that were 
specifically geared to stutterers; for example , "I hate 
myself when I stutter . " In addition, it seems that the 
' I I 
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Q- sort instrumentation differ entiates abnormal populations 
more clearly . Finally , the ag e range of the Walle n study 
versus the present study seems to be another consideration 
in accounting for the differences in the research findings . 
c. Limitations . 
The findings of this study are limited by the 
selectivity of the sample population; subjects who quali -
fied as either a better or a poorer speaker must not have 
had any known speech disorders . Also , the findings of this 
investigation are limited by the tendency to ward low re-
liability and validity figures of the research tools used 
for measuring speech p erformance , self- concepts and per -
sonality trait categories . 
The moderate coefficients of correlation of speech 
ratings by judges and the rather low self - sort coefficients 
were additional limitlng factors . 
The non- availability of more subjects to be used for 
the test - retest of the Q- sort reliability placed another 
limitation upon t he findings of this study . 
The findings of this study are further limited by 
whatever 1nay be the limitations of self theory . The chief 
cri t icism , for example , seems to be that it is based upon 
a naive type of phenomenology . There is , say the critics 
I 
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of Rogers, an abundance of evidence to show that factors 
unavailable to consciousness motivate behavior, and that 
what a person says of himself is highly colored ~Dd dis -
torted by defenses of various kinds . Self-reports are 
notoriously lacking in reliability, not only because he 
doesn ' t know the whole truth about himself , but because 
the person intends to deceive the listener . 
D . Implications for Future Research . 
Concerning the speaking effectiveness and self-
concepts of individuals , many questions arise: 
(1) Do individuals of varying speaking ability with 
a speech handicap differ in their self - concepts 
and personality traits? 
(2) Do individuals in college pursuing different 
academic programs and with varying degrees of 
speaking ability diffe r in their self-concepts 
and/or personality traits? 
(3) What relationships, if any , are there between 
the self - concepts of poorer speakers and their 
overt speech fear symptoms ? 
(4) What are the relationships between the various 
self - concepts of better and poorer speakers at 
the high school level? 
(5) A replication of the p r esent study . 
An additional suggestion is : A Q- sort study of the 
self-concepts and personality traits of speakers wi th 
different types of voice quality . 
-
·- -- --· 
I 
I. 
,, 
! 
'I 
-----
BIBLI OGRAPh'Y 
1 . Adams , Har 1 en IVI . and T . C. Pollo ck , Speak U:e_ , The 
MacMillan Company , New York , 1956 , pp . xii - 455 . 
2 . Ainsworth, Stanley H., '1The Education of Children With 
Speech Handicaps'' , Education of Exce:etional Children 
and Youth . (Edited by William Cruickshank) Prentice 
Hall , Inc ., 1958 , pp . 386- 428 . 
3 . American Nursing Association , The Relative Importance 
of Aspects of ~he Nurse - Patient Relationshi~6 ' semi-
annual report, (mimeographed) . New York, 19 • 
4 . Ameri can Speech and Hearing Association , Committee on 
the Mid- Century White House Conference , ttspeech Dis -
orders and Speech Correctiontt , Journal of §E_eech and 
Hearing Disord~rs , Vol . 17 , No . 2 , 1952 , p . 135 . 
5. Baier , Donald E ., nReply to Travers' A Critical Review 
of the Validity and Rationale of the Forc ed- Choice 
Techniquen , P~chologi cal Bulletin , Vol . 48, pp . 421 -
434 , 1951 . 
6 . Baird, A. Craig and Franklin H. Knower , General Spee ch. 
McGraw- Hill , New York , 1957 , Appendix B. 
7 . Ball , Joe M., "The Relationship Between the Ability to 
Speak Effectively and the Primary Mental Abilities : 
Verbal Comprehension and General Reasoningtt, Speech 
Monographs , Vol . 25 , PP • 285 - 290 . 1958 . 
8 . Barnes , H. G., Philosophy of Speech Education , Baconian 
Le ctures , State University of Iowa, 1938 , p . 6 . 
9 · Barnes , H. G., Speech Handbook . Prentice -Hall , Inc ., 
New Jersey , 1959 , P • 93 · 
10 . Bartl , Charles, An Investigation Into the Physiological 
Differential of Certain Speech Personality Traits , 
unpublished doctoral dis s er tation , University of 
Denver , 1958 . 
II 
I 
II 
I 
,I 
.I 
I 
r-
I 
II 
I' 
I 
,, 
I 
11 . Bendig , A. w. and J . Sprague , 11 Rater Experience and the 
Reliability of Case History Ratings of Adjustment'', 
J ournal of Consulting Psychology , Vol . 18 , pp . 207 -
211 , 19~ . 
12 . Benjamins , James, nchanges in Per f ormance in Relation 
to Influence Upon Self - Conceptualizationtt , Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, Vol . 45 , pp-.-473 - 4BQ: 
1950 . 
13 . Berry , Mildred F ., and Jon Eisenson, ~ech Di sorders, 
Appleton- Century Crofts , Inc ., New York , 1956 , p . v . 
14 . Bour que , Ellsworth J ., The Construction and Evaluation 
of an Instrument Ba~ed on Q- Methodology Which Measures 
the ~elative Importance of Self - Perceived Needs of the 
Tuberculous, unpublished do ctoral dissertation, Boston 
University , 1958 . 
15 . Boyer , Ernest L ., nAn Experimental Study of Spee ch 
Fluency Under Stress as a Function of the Emotionality 
of Spe ech Content" , Speech Monographs , Vol . 25 , No . 2 , 
PP • 86 - 88 , 1958 . 
16 . Brooks, Keith , '•The Construction and Testing of a 
Forced Choice Scale for Mea surin~ Speaking Achieve -
ment" , Speech Monographs , Vol . 24 , No . l, pp . 65 - 73 , 
1957 . 
17 . Brownfain , J ., '•stability of the Self - Concept as a 
Dimension of Personality'' , Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psycho~, Vol . 47 , PP • 597- 606 , 1952 . 
18 . Bryan, Ali c e I ., and Wa lter H. Wilke , "A Technique f or 
Rating Public Speeches'' , Journal of Consulting Psychol-
~' Vol . 5, PP • 80- 89 , 1941 . 
19 . Bryant , Donald c., and Karl R . Wallace , Fundamentals of 
Public Speaking . Appleton-Century Crofts , New York , 
1950 , P • 2415 . 
20 . Buros , 0 . K., The Fourth Mental Measurements Ye arbook . 
Gryphon Press , Highland Park , New Jersey , 1953 , 
PP • 28 - 101 . 
,, 
21. Cable, W. Arthur , ''A Criticism Card for Class Use't , 
Quarterly Journal of Speech , Vol . 12, pp . 186-188, 
1926 . 
22 . Chase, Philip H., "Self- Concepts in Adjusted and Malad-
justed Hospit al Patientstt , Journal of Consulting 
Psychology, Vol . 21 , PP • 495-~97, 1957 . 
23 . Chenoweth, Eugene C., It Adjustment of College Freshmen 
to the Speaking Situation", Q.uarterly Journal of 
Speech , Vol . 26, pp . 585-588 , 1940 . 
24. Clevenger , Theodore, Jr., An Analysis of Variance of 
the Relationship of Experienced Stage Fright to 
Selected Psychometric Inventories, unpublished 
doctoral dissertation , Florida State University , 1958. 
25. Clevenger , Theodore, Jr ., 'tA Synthesis of Experimental 
Research in Stage Fright'' , Quarterly J 0 urnal of 
Speech , Vol . XLV, No . 2 , 1959 . 
26. Combs , Ar thur W., "Counseling as Learning: A Symposium", 
Journal of Counseling Psychology , Vol . l, pp. 37-48, 
1954 . 
27. Craig , Ali ce E ., The sgeech Arts. The MacMillan Company, 
New York , 1949, P • 25 • 
28 . Cronbach, Lee J ., "Correlations Between Persons as a 
Resear ch Tool'', Psychotherapy : Theory and Research , 
o. Hobart Mowrer, Editor, Ronald Press , New York, 
1953, PP • 378-379 • 
29 . Crawford, John Wyman , The Validity of a Teacher 
~dministered Rating Chart for Talks at the Secondary 
Level, unpublished master 's thesis, Boston University , 
1951 . 
30. Cromwell, Harvey, Working for More Effe ctive Speech. 
Scott , Foresman Company , New York, 19SS, pp . 22-98 . 
31 . Cummins, Robert E ., "Research Insights into the 
Relationship Between Teachers ' Acceptance Attitudes , 
Their Role Concepts, and Students ' Acceptance 
Atti~udestt , Journal of Educati_o_nal Research , Vol . 53 , 
No . ~ ' 1960, PP • 197-198 . 
I 
~ 
II 
32. Dickens, Milton, and F . Gibson and c. Prall, 1'An 
Experimental Study of the Overt Manifestations of 
Stage Fright'' , Speech Monographs, March , 1950, 
PP• 37-47• 
33. Dickens, Milton and William R . Parker , nAn Experimental 
Study of Certain Psychological , Introspective and 
Rating Scale Techniques for the Measurement of Stage 
Fright" , Speech Monographs , Vol. 28, pp . 251 -259 , 
1951. 
34. Dow, Clyde w., uThe Personality Trait s of Effective 
Public Speakers", Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol. 
27, PP • 525-532, 1941· 
35. Drum, Dale D ., nAn Experimental Study of the Relation-
ship of Stimulation by an Audience to Stage Fright in 
a Speakertt, S~Bech Monographs , Vol. 25, No . 2 , 
PP• 87-88 , 19 • 
36. Ebermann , The Application of Q- Te chnique to One Aspect 
of Teaching Competency, unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion, University of Chicag o, 1951. 
37. Eckert, Ralph G. and Noel Keys, ltPublic Speaking as a 
Cue to Personality Adjustmentu , Journal of Apolied 
Psychology, Vol. 24, 1940, P• 153. 
38. Edelson , M. and A. Jones, "The Use of Q-Technique and 
Role Playing in an Investigation of the Self-Concept", 
privately published by the Department of Psychology , 
University of Chicago, 1951. 
39· Ehrensberger , Ray and Elaine Pagel , Notebook for Public 
Speaking . Prentice-Hall, New York , PP• 127-159, 1956. 
l1 
I 
II 
I 
40 . Emery , Ric bBrd M., An Evaluation of Attitudes and Fear 
and Confidence in Speaking Situations at the Eighth 
and Eleventh Grade Levels, unpublished master 's thesis, 
Boston University , 1951. 
41 . Erikson , Erik H., "The Problem of Ego Identity", Journal 
of the American Psychoanalytic Association, Vol . 4, 1 
PP • 56-121 , 1956 . 
42 . Fiedler , Fred E ., and Joseph M. Wepman, nAn Exploratory 
Investigation of the Self -Concepts of Stutterers", 
Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, Vol. 16, 
PP • 110- 114, 1951. 
ll 
44 · 
45 . 
46 . 
144 
Garland , Jasper W., Public Speaking for Women , Harper 
and Brothers, New York, PP • 313 - 315 , 193g:--
Garrett, Henry E . , Elementary Statistics, Longmans, 
Green and Company , New York , pp . 97 , 1956 . 
Gibson, Francis P ., "An Experimental Study of the 
Measurement of Auditory Manifestations of Stage Fright 
by Means of Rating Scale and Film Sound Track 
Te chnique s't , 2.E_eech Monogr aphs, Vol . 22, No.2 , 
PP • 144- 145 , 1955 . 
Gilkinson, Howard and Franklin G. Knower , ItA Study of 
Standardized Personality Tests and Skill in Speech" , 
Journal of Educational Psychology , Vol . 32 , pp . 161-
175 , 1941 . 
47 . Gilkinson , Howard and Franklin G. Knower, uindividual 
Differences Among Students of Speech as Revealed by 
Psycholog i cal Testsn , Quarter ly Journal of Spee ch , 
Vol . 26 , PP • 243 - 255 , 1940 . 
48 . Gislason , H. B., The Art of Effe ctive Speaking . 
D. c . Heath and Company , Boston , Massachusetts, 
pp . 369 - 370 , 1934 . 
49 . Gordon , L . V., 11 Validi ties of the Forced- Choice and 
Questionnaire Methods of Personality Measurement" , 
Journal of Apolied Psychology , Vol . 6 , pp . 407- 412, 
1951. 
50. Gordon , Thomas and Desmond Cartwr i ght , nThe Effect of 
Psycho t he r apy Upon Certain Attitudes Toward Others'' , 
Psychotherapy and Personality Change , University of 
Chicago Pres s , p . 167 , -r954 . 
51 . Gray , J . Stanley, 11A Rating Scale for Public Speakerstt , 
~ournal of Expression , Vol . 2 , pp . 20 - 26 , 1928 . 
52 . Greenleaf , Floyd I ., nAn Exploratory Study of Speech 
Fr ight " , Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol . 38 , 
pp . 326- 330 , 1952 . 
53 . Guilford , J . P., Fundamental Statistics in Psychology 
and Education . McGraw- Hill Book Comp any , Inc ., New 
York, PP • 212ff ., 1956 . 
I 
I 
I' 
I, 
,' 
54 . Hall , Calvin s . and Gardner Lindzey , Theories of 
Personal ity . John Wiley and Sons , Inc ., New York, 
PP • 469 . ff . , 1957 . 
I' 
55 . Hanlon , Thomas E ., Peter R. Hofstaetter and James p . 
O' Connor , "Congruence of Self and Ideal Self in 
Relation to Personality Adjus tment", Journal of 
Consulting Psychology , 18 : 215: 1954 . 
56 . Harl ey , Margaret w., A Q- Technique Study of Changes in 
tne Self- Concept During Psy chotherapy , unpublished 
doctoral dissertation , University of Chicago, 1951 . 
I 
57 . Harrington , Kathleen v., Building Evaluative Criteria 
fo r Spee ch and Oral Language in the Elementar~hools , 
unpublished master ' s thesis , Boston University , 1952 . 
58 . Hedde , Wilhelmina G. and William N. Brigance, American 
Speech . J . B. Lippincott and Company , New York , 
1946 , PP • 581 - 582 . 
59 . Henrickson , E ., nsome Effe cts on Stage Fri ght of a 
Cour se in Speech" , Quarterly Journal of Speech , 
4 :490- 491 , 1943 · 
60 . Hess , Robert D., and Douglas L. Hink , '1A Comparison of 
Forced Versus Free Q- Sort Procedure" , Journal of 
Educational Research , 53:3 : 83 - 90: 1959 . 
61 . Hildreth , Richard A., ''An Experimental Study of 
Audiences ' Ability to Distinguish Between Sincere and 
Insincere Speeches'' , unpublished doctoral dissertation , 
Uni versity of Southern California , Speech Monogr aphs, 
XXI : 2:146- 147 : June , 1954 . 
62 . Hochmuth , Marie , •rspee ch and Society11 , Bulletin of the 
National Association of Se condary School Principles , 
32:33:January , 1948 . 
63 . Holt, Robert R ., "The Accuracy of Self -Evaluations: 
Its Measurement and Some of Its Personological 
Correlates't , Journal of counseling Psychology , 
15:95- 101 , 1951 . 
64 . Hopwood , K., Expectations of University Freshmen Women , 
unpublished doctoral dissertation , Ohio State 
University , 1953 . 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
,, 
II 
I 
I 
66 . 
68 . 
Hunter, A. D., A Comparison of Introverted and 
Extroverted High School Speakers , unpublished master 's 
thesis, University of Denver , 1934 as reviewed by 
F . H. Sanford in Psychologi cal Bulletin , 39:811 - 545, 
1942 . 
Iverson, Norman E ., 11 A Descriptive Study of Some 
Personality Relationships Underlying a Range of 
Speaker Confidence as Determined by the Thematic 
Apperception Test't, unpublished doctoral dissertation , 
University of Denver , Speech Monographs , :XX:2:123-
124 : June , 19 53 • 
Jersild , Arthur T ., In Search of Self , Teacher ' s 
College , Columbia University , New York , 1952 . 
King , Thomas R., An Experiment to Determine the 
Relationship Between Individual Manifestations of 
Stage Fright Reported by the Individual and the Degree 
of Stage Fright, unpublished master ' s thesis , Florida 
State University, 1958 . 
Kinsley , Wade A., An Investigation of the Phenomenon of 
Stage Fright in Certain Prominent Speakers, unpublish-
ed doctoral dissertation , Northwestern University , 
1950 . 
70 . Klein , H. S ., nself -Appraisal of Test Performance as 
a Vocational Selection Devicett , Educational and 
Psychological Measurements, Vol . 1, pp . 69-84, 1948 . 
71 . Knower , Franklin H., nwhat Is a Speech Test ? 11 , 
Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol . 30 , PP • 485-493 , 
I9Ti4 · 
72 . Knower , Franklin H., ttA Study of Speech Attitudes and 
Adjustment" , Speech Monographs, Vol. 5, pp. 130- 203 , 
1938 . 
73. Knower , Franklin H., "A Suggestive Study of Public 
Speaking Rating Scale Values" , Quarterly Journal of 
Speech, Vol . 4 , pp . 30-42 , 1929 . 
74 . Kramar , Edward John Joseph , 11 The Relationships of the 
We chsler - Bellevue and A.c .E . Intelligence Tests with 
Performance Scores in Speaking and the Brown- Carlsen ,I 
Listening Comprehension Test", unpublished doctoral 
dissertation , abstracted in Speech Monographs , 
Vol . 23 , No . 2 , PP • 93 - 94 , 1956 . 
75 . Lerea , Louis, ttA Preliminary Study of the Verbal 
Behavior of Speech Fright" , ~~ch MonograEhs , Vol . 23 , 
pp . 229 - 233 , 1956 . 
76, Lomas , c. w., A Study of Stage Fright ~Measured £1 
Student Reactions , unpublished master ' s thesis, 
Northwestern University , 1934, as reviewed by Howard 
Gilkinson, Outlines of Re search in General~ech , 
Burgess Publishing Company , New York , 1943. 
77 . Low , Gordon , The RelationshiE of Psychometric Facto~ 
to Stage Fright , unpublished master's thesis, 
Uni versity of Utah , 1950 . 
78 . Makres , T . P ., "The Sel f - Concept in Stuttering and Its 
Relationship to Speech Disturbance: An Exploratory 
Study" , A paper presented at the 1958 convention of 
the Ameri can Speech and Hearing Association . 
79 . Matteson , Ro ss W., uself -Estimates of Colle~e Freshmen'' , 
The Personnel and Guidance Journal , Vol . 3~ , pp . 380 -
384 , 1956 . II 
80 . McEvoy , J . Edward , nAn Experimental Study of the Factor 
of Eye Contact in Filmed Speeches' , unpublished 
do ctoral dissertation , Uni versity of Southern Cali - I 
fornia , abstracted in SEeech MonograE~ ' Vo l . 21 , 
1
, 
pp . 151 - 152 , 1954 . 
81 . McNemar , Quinn, Psychological Statistics . John Wiley 
and Sons , New York , p . l23 , 1949 . 
82 . Miyamoto , s . Frank , Laura Cromwell and Allan Katcher , 
nself - Concepts of Communi cations Skill and Performance 
in Small Group Di scussionsn , SEeech Mon_£graEhs , Vol . 
22 , No . 1 , PP • 20-27, 1955 . 
83 . Miyamoto , s . Frank , Laura Cromvvell and Allan Katcher , 
"Self- Concepts of Communicative Skill Among Beginning 
Speech Students" , SEeech MonograEhs , Vol . 23 , No . 1 , 
PP • 66 - 74 , 1956 . --
84 . Monroe, A. H. , "Measuring the Effectiveness of Publi c 
Speech in a Beginning Course 11 , Bulletin of Purdue 
University , Vol . 37, No . 5, PP • 29- 30 , 1936 . 
--· 
---
....____. 
85 . Monroe, A. H., ttTesting Speech Performance", Bulletin 
of Nat ional Association of Secondary School Princ!Qals , 
Vol :--30 , p . 156 , 1949 • - -
1' 
86 . Monroe , Walter s ., The Encyclopedia of Educational 1 1 
Research. Ma cMillan Company , New York , pp . 962- 963, 
1950. 
87 . Moore , Glen E ., ttpersonality Changes Resulting from 
Training in Fundamentals of Speechn , Speech Monographs , 
Vol . 2, PP • 56- 59 , 1935. 
88 . Murphy, Albert T ., Jr. , "Some Brief Notes in a Self-
Theory of Stuttering'', (Cornell University Lectures in 
Speech Pathology) , (Mimeo graphed) , 24pp ., April , 
1960 , p . l . 
89 . Murphy, Albert T . and Ruth Ivi . FitzSimons, Stuttering 
and Personality Dynami cs. The Ronald Press Company , 
New York , 1960 . 
90 . Murray, Blwood , "A Study of Factors Contributing to the 
Mal-development of the Speech Personality" , Speech 
Monographs , Vol . 3 , pp . 95-108, 1936. 
91 . Murray , Elwood , The Speech Personality . J . B. Lippin-
cott and Company , New York , PP • 271 - 391 , 1944 . 
92 . Murray , Henry A. and D. w. MacKinnon, "Assessment of 
OSS Personnelu , Journal of Consultlgg_Psychology , 
Vol . 10, PP• 76- 80 , 1946 . 
93 . Murray , James and Wesley Lewis , cardinal Aspects of 
Speech , Prentice - Hall , New York , 1938, PP • 297- 298 . 
94. Nahinsky , Irwin D., "The Relationship Between the Self -
Concept and the Ideal Self - Concept a s a Measure of 
Adjustment~~' , Journal of Clinical Psychology, 14:360 -
364., 1958 . 
95 . Newcomb , Theodore , "An Exper iment Designed to Test the 
Validity of Rating Technique" , Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 22:279, 1931 . 
96 . Newman , Robert P ., rtA Comparison of the Speaking Ability 
of Liberal Arts and Engineering Upperclassmentt, 
Speech Monog~~phs, XXIV :3 : 227 - 231, August , 1957 . 
-
---
97 · 
98 . 
Norvell e , Lee , "Development and Application of a Method 
for Measuring the Effectiveness of Instruction in a 
Basic Speech Coursen , Speech Monogra:ehs , I:41 - 65: 
September, 1934. 
O' Connor , Richard w. , Changes in Attitudes of Fear and 
Confidence in S:eeakigg Situations at Tenth, Eleventh 
and Twelfth Grade Level s, unp~blished master ' s t hesis, 
Boston University , 1954 . 
99 . Ogg , Helen L . and Ray K. Immel, Speech Im:erovement . 
F . s . Crofts and Company , New York , 1936 , p . 190 . 
100 . Oliver , Robert T ., and Rupert L . Cortright, New Training 
for Effective Speech . Dryden Press , New York , 1951 , 
p . 86. I 
101 . 
102 . 
Palmer , Charles E ., 11The Use of Sound Motion Pictures in 
the Measurement of Speech Skillsn , unpublished doctoral 
dissertation , University of Wisconsin , Speech Mono-
graphs , XXIII:2:June , 1956 , P • 96. 
Pfister , Emil R., ItA Study of the Influence of Certain 
Selected Factors on the Ratings of Speech Performance'', 
unpublished doctoral dissertation , Mi chigan State 
University , Speech Monogra:ehs , XXIII:2:June , 1956 , 
pp . 96- 97 . 
103 . Reager , Richard c. , and Ernest McMahon , Speech Is Easy . 
Rutgers University Press , New Brunswick, New Jersey , 
1938, PP • 100- 109 . 
II 
104 . Richardson , Marion W., "An Empiri cal Study of the Forced I 
- Cho i ce Performance Report" , The American Ps;ychologist, 
Vol . 4 , PP • 2]8-279 , 1949 · 
105. Richardson , Marion w., "Note on Travers ' Critical Review 
of the Forced- Choice Te chnique'' , Psychological Bulletin, 
Vol . 48 , PP • 435-437 , 1951 . 
106 . Robinson, Karl F ., Teachigg_§pee ch in the Secondary 
£chools . Longmans , Green Comp any , pp . 114- 149 , p . 433 , 
p~rr-and PP • 22 - 98 , 1951 . 
107 . Rogers , Arthur H ., nThe Self - Conc ept in Paranoid 
Schizophrenia", Journal of Clini cal Ps;ycholog;y, Vol . 
14 , PP • 365- 360 , 1958 . 
II 
L-------~----~--~~----~----------
I 
-
150 
108. Rogers , Carl R., Counseling and PsychotheraEI· Houghton-
Mifflin Company , Bost on, Massachusetts, 1942 . 
109. Rogers , Carl R., Client -C entered The r apy . Houghton-
Mifflin Company, Boston, Massachusetts, 1951. 
110. Rogers , Carl R. and Rosalind P . Dymond , Psychotherapy 
and Personality Change, Uni versity of Chicago Press , 
1954. 
I: 
111 . Rogers , Carl R., Clinical Tr eatment of the Problem 
Child . Houghton-Mifflin Company , Boston, Massachusetts, 
1939· 
112 . Rose , Forrest H., "Training in Speech and Changes in 
Personality", Quarterly Journal of Speech , Vol . 26 , 
pp . 193-195, 1940. 
113 . Rudikoff , Esselyn C., "A Comparati ve Study of the 
Changes in the Concept of the Self , The Ordinary Person 
and the Ideal: Eight Cases", fsychotherapy and 
Personality Change, University of Chicago Press, 1954, 
p . 85 . 
114 . Sapir , E . A ., "Speech as a Personality Trait", American 
Journal of Sociology , Vol. 32, PP • 892-905 , 1927. 
115. Shepherd , John Ralph , ttAn Expe rimental Study of the 
Respons e of Stage- Frightened Students to Certain 
Scoring Categories of the Group Rorschach Test" , un-
published doctoral dissertation , University of Southern 
California, 1952 , Speech Monographs (Abst racted), 
Vol . 20, No . 3, PP • 159, 1953. 
116. Sikkink, Donald E ., 1' An Experimental Study of the 
Relationship Between Introversion-Extroversion 
(Minnes ota T- S-E Scores) and Speech Improvement'' , 
unpublished mast er's thesis , University of Minne sota, I 
1951, Speech Monographs, (Abstracted), Vol . 19, No .3, 
P • 161 , 1952. 
117. Smith, G. Mil ton, A Simplified Guide to Statistics. 
Rinehart and Company, Inc ., New York, pp . 31-32, 1946. 
118. Smith , R . c. and M. J . Murphy , Job Evaluation and 
Employee Rating . McGraw-Hill, New York, p . 189, 1946 . 
-- -· ·-
~ -------~ ---~------~---
,__ 
119 . Stephenson, William, The Stud'l of Behavior: 0 -Technique 
and Its MethodoloBI, University of Chicago Press, 
pp. vii-376 , 1953. 
120 . Stevens , Wilmer E ., ''A Rating Scale for Public Speakers", 
Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol . 14, PP • 223-323 , 
1928 . 
121. Stock , Dorothy , "An Investigation into the Interrela-
tions Between the Self - Concept and Feelings Directed 
Toward Other Persons and Groups'', Journal of Consulting 
Psychology, Vol . 13, PP • 176-180 , 1949 . 
122 . Strang , Mary Ruth, Counseling Techniques in Colleges 
and Secondary Schools . Harper and Brot hers, New York, 
p. 116, 1949 • 
II 
123 . Symonds , Percival M., The Ego and The Self. Appleton-
Century-Crofts, I nc., New York , p . 3, 1951 . 
124 . Thompson, Wayne c., The Accuracy of Typical Speech 
Rating Techniques, unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Northwestern University, 1943, as quoted in 
nobservational Methods of Research" , Review of Educa-
tional Research , Saul B. Sells and Ro bert M. w. Travers, 
Vol . 15, PP • 394- 403, 1945 . 
125. Thompson , ~ ayne C., His There a Yardstick for Measuring 
Public Speaking ?", Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol. 
29, PP • 87- 91, 1943 . 
126 . Torrence , E . Paul , "Some Practical Uses of a Knowledge 
of Self - Concepts in Counseling and Guidance 11 , 
Educational and Psychological Measurements, Vol . 14, 
pp . 120- 127 , 1954 . 
127 . Traphagen , Arthur L ., Interrelationships of Certain 
Variables by Which Counselor Competency is Judged, 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
California at Berkeley, 1955 . 
128. Travers , Robert M. W., "A Critical Review of the 
Validit y and Rationale of the Forced- Choice Technique'1' , 
Psychological Bulletin, Vol . 48, pp . 62-70, 1951 . 
129 . Turner, Daniel, A Study of Speech Effectiveness and 
Personal and Social Adjustment Among Ninth Grade Pupils, 
I 
I 
li 
1.52 
unpublished doctoral dissertation , Boston University , 
19.57 . 
130 . Turney , Austin H., 11 A Study of the Reliability of 
Judgments in Relation to the Certainty of Judgments to 
the Interval Be tween Judgments and to the Number of 
Subjects Judged", Journal of Applied Psychology , 
Vol . 15 , PP • 259 -272, 1931 . 
131 . Vargas , Manue l J ., "Changes in Self -Awareness During 
Client - Centered Therapyn , Psychotherapy and Personality 
Change , Universi t y of Chicago Press, p . 154 , 1954 . 
132 . Wallen , Vincent , A Q-Technique Study of the Self - Concepts 
of Adolescent Stutterers and Non- Stutterers , unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation , Boston University , 19.59 . I 
133 . Wedell , c . and K. U. Smi th, "Consistency of Interview 
Methods in App raisal of Attitudes" , Journal of Applied 
Psychology , Vol . 6, pp . 392 -396 , 19.51 . 
134. Weybrew, B. B., Q- Methodology in Criterion Research, 
Medical Re sear ch Laboratory Report Number 239 , Na vy 
Department , 19.53 . 
13.5 . Wilke , Walter H., "A Speech Profilen , Quarterly Journal 
of Spee ch , Vol . 26 , PP • 62.5 - 631 , 1940 . 
136 . Williams , Norma G., An Investigation of Maladjustment to 
~eaking Situation Shown by Se venth , Eighth , Ninth 
and Tenth Grade Students in a Secondary School , un- 1 
published master ' s t he sis , State University of I owa , 
19.50 . 
137 . Zelen, Seymour , Joseph G. Sheehan and James F . T . 
Bugental , "Self - Perceptions in Stuttering" , Journal of 
Clini cal Psychology , Vol . 10 , PP • 70- 72 , 1954 . 
~.~------------~-----~----------~ 
APPENDIX A 
A COMB INED FERULLO-WALLEN~:-
I\llASTER LIST OF SELF - REFERANT STATEMENTS 
1. I feel that the audience is critical of my appearance . 
2 . I like to be different . 
3 · I have a lot of confidence . 
4. I need encouragement frequently . 
5. If I have to speak to a group at night, I am nervous 
all day long . 
6 . I waste no time in asking for what I want . 
7. I like to be seen and heard . 
8 . When I heard my voice recording , I was dismayed . 
9 · My parents ' advice is the only reason I ' m in colle ge . 
10. My feelings are easily hurt . 
11 . I often seclude myself . 
12 . I cry easily . 
13. I am usually aloof . 
14. I talk too softly . 
15 . I just don't like talking to people . 
16 . I think for myself. 
17 . I can hold my own in conversation. 
~:- Numbers 1 through and including 42 are Ferullo it ems . 
Numbers 43 through and including 100 are Wallen items. 
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18 . I g o my own way regardless of the opinions of others . 
19 . After hearing a recording of my voice , I was con-
vinced that I have a very pleasing voice . 
20 . Sometimes I can hardly hear mys elf talking . 
21 . I like to follow rather than to lead . 
22 . I easily become resentful of others . 
23 . I want affection and understanding more than any-
thing else . 
24 . My voice is too low pitched . 
2.5 . I need a lot of friends . 
26 . I get angry at people when I am speaking. 
27 . Sometimes I can ' t eat when thinking about a speech . 
28 . I usually follow instructions and do what I am told. 
29. My emotions and fe eling s are easily aroused . 
30. I am considered exc itable . 
31 . I become very attached to my friends . 
32 . My voice is too high pitched. 
33 . It makes me feel g ood to know that I am impressing 
others . 
34 . My ideas are sound and sensible . 
3.5 . I go on regardless of the opinions of others . 
36. I hate myself for being so nervous at times . 
37 . In matters of conduct I conform to custom. 
38 . In a critical situation I feel very anxious . 
39 · I find it hard to make up my own mind . 
·--- -· :- --
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40 . I go out of my way to be with friends . 
41 . I am tolerant . 
42 . I make friends quickly . 
43 . I like it \men people ask me about my health . 
44 . I like to join in many after - school activities . 
45 . At an early age I learned that I could run as fast , 
and sometimes fas t er than most of my friends . 
46 . I am well liked by my friends . 
47 . On my way to school I 1 ve walked long er ways so that 
I wouldn ' t me et any of my classmates . 
48 . I believ e that a man should figh t for 
49 . I feel inferior to others . 
so . I need friendsh ip and under s t anding . 
Sl. I d o not like g et- together parties . 
52 . I always try my best . 
53 . When I speak , my muscles tighten up 
stomach . 
54 . I prefer to be alone . 
SS . I am a mo ody person . 
in 
56 . Polite company makes me feel inferior. 
his rights . 
my neck and 
57 . I have been forced into silenc e many t im es . 
58 . I learn quickly . 
59 . I never look for help from my friends . 
60 . I talk too fast . 
61 . Usually I sit by and listen and quietly observe while 
others talk among themsel v es . 
~~====~~~~====~-~-~--~-~- ~-~-~-~==========~~~~======~==--~-==~~~======= 
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62 . I sweat very often . 
63 . I p refer to be c ompletely excused from reciting in 
class . 
64 . I always avoid speaking situations . 
65 . I avoid meeting people whom I know . 
66 . The more I talk the more nervous I get. 
67 . Sometimes when I ' m nervous I can just about breathe. 
68 . Sometimes I would rather sit in silence than talk to 
someone . 
69. When I have trouble speaking , my body becomes tense . 
70 . I feel lonely a g ood deal of the time . 
71 . I depend on others . 
72 . When I am nervous , I stammer. 
73 . At times I feel superior to other persons . 
74 . At times I have felt t hat life was not worth living . 
75 . I have some morbid attitudes . 
76 . I am ambitious . 
77 . Things are always wrong with me . 
78 . Sometimes I t hink I pity my s elf . 
79 • I feel that other people don ' t understand me . 
80 . I think differently from other people . 
81 . I like responsibility . 
8 2 . I make friends easily. 
83 . I ' ve walked blocks to avoid meeting people I knew . 
84. I like to get away from people , to retreat, to avoid 
social contacts . 
I 
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85 . Many times I feel alone and unimportant . 
86 . I don ' t like to talk . 
87 . At one time or another I have tried to shun everyone . 
88 . I envy the social ease and grace of my friends . 
89 . I blush easily . 
90 . I am not like other people . 
91 . I enjoy sports . 
92 . I like to go to parties . 
93 · I can be depended upon . 
94 · Sometimes I feel inferior . 
95 . I feel equal to my friends in intelligence and 
emotion . 
96 . I am generous . 
97 . My speech irritates me . 
98 . I tend to withdraw from conversations . 
99 · Sometimes I g et angry at myself for being nervous. 
100 . Down deep I feel unsure of myself . 
I 
I 
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APPENDIX B 
I NSTRUCTI ONS FOR J1JDGMENTS OF PERSO NALITY TRAITS : 
The s tatements contained be low are self-referant 
stateme nts el icited during interviews and personal class -
room experiences, from published and unpublished literature 
and from therapy sessions . Would you categorize each state-
ment into one of the listed personality trait areas using 
the t heoretical frame of reference that follows: 
The judgments are to be based upon Carl Rogers' theory 
of personality . This theory is basically phenomenologi cal 
in chara cter, and relies heavily upon the concept of the 
self as an explanatory construct. It pictures the end-
point of pe rsonality development as being a basi c con-
gruence between the phenomenal field of experience and the 
conceptual structure of the self . 
Rogers postulates that every individual exists in a 
continually chang ing wor ld of experience of whi ch he is the 
center ana that the only person who fully knows his field 
of experience is the individual himself . Acco~ding to this 
proposition , the person is the best source of information 
about himself; that is , the best vantage point for under -
standing the beha vior of t he person is from the internal 
frame of reference of the individual himself . 
The maj er portion of the personality trait areas list ed 
below are detiv~d from the postulations of Rogers ' t he ory of 
personality . The balance of the trait areas are those 
selected by this researcher on the basis of homogeneous 
characteristics of the item population . 
Please read the definitions of the pe rsonality traits 
contained on the attached pag e . After you have completed 
this step , please scan the list of self - referant stateme nts . 
You ar e now ready to categorize the statements . Read 
each statement , then de c ide into which category you think 
it should be placed . Place the category designation that 
you have selected in the space provided immediately to the 
left of the item. For the purpose of brevity each trait 
category may be designated according to its numerical place-
ment on the list of definitions of traits, as: 
-=---
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Self-acceptance - l -
Independence = 2 
Dependence = 5 
l I am generous . 
-
2 I do not depend on others for advice. 
-
.. 
r, 
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-APPEN"DIX C 
DEFI NITIONS OF TRAITS 
-;:-1 . SELF- ACCE?rANCE - Viewing oneself and reacting to the 
field of experience as a person of worth, worthy of respect 
rat her than condemnation . The perceiving of one ' s own 
feeling s , motives , social and personal experiences without 
distortion of the basic sensory data and being comfortable 
in acting in terms of these perceptions . 
->:-2 . INDEPENDENCE - Viewing oneself and reacting to the 
field of experience as being more self - governing , self -
regulatory and autonomous and away from control by external 
forces . The perception of one ' s ovm standards as being 
bas ed upon his or her own experience , rather than up on the 
attitudes or desires of others . The behavior of the 
organism is more spontaneous , the expression of attitudes 
are less guarded . The individual feels he or she is his 
or her ''real" self . 
!I 
-;:-3 . GOOD E.Mai' IONAL SELF - CONTROL - Viewing oneself and re - I! 
acting to the field of experiences as being competent to 11 
cope with the affective aspects of life . Most of the 
relevant sensory experience is present in awareness . 
Sensory impulses are accepted and channeled by the self -
structure without undue strain or anxiety . 
-;H~4 . SELF- REJECTION - Viewing oneself and reacting to the 
field of experience as an unworthy person , dissatisfied with 
oneself , worthy of condemnation or disrespect and character -
ized by feelings of unpleasantness and dejection , con-
comitant ~~th a lowering of the vitality and functional I 
activity of the organism . 
-;:--::-5 . DEPENDENCE - Viewing oneself and reacting to the field 
of experience as being influenced, sustained , or subjected 
by external forces for regulation and support . The behavior 
reflects a lack in autonomy and spontaneity . 
->H:-6 . POOR EMOTIONAL CONTROL - Viewing oneself and reacting 
to the field of experience as lacking in competence to cope 
with the affective aspe cts of life . Much of the relevant 
sensory experience is not present in awareness . Reactions .
1 
to sensory impulses and external for ces are characterized 
by tension , strain or anxiety . 
·---· 
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-::--:H~7. WITHDRAWAL - The retreat or moving away of the 
organism from what is perceived as a threatening or anxiety-
provoking object, force , or experience. Also , the gratifi-
cation of the organism 's needs and the reduction of tension 
by vicarious experience, as substituting fantasy for 
reality. 
-:~ "Favorablen adaptations to life situations. 
-::--:~ ttunfavorablett adaptations to life situations. 
~:--::--:~"Other" adaptations to life situations. 
-
APPENDIX D 
r 1 s name : Rater Date 
------------------------------------- ---------- ------------I 
Im,rs: Check the vmrd or phrase which best characterizes the speaker in the areas 
named bel ow c 
1 
ENDJG RFVARKS: 
sa::vantageous 
( ) 
SONAL APPEARANCE: 
,elling 
{ ' 
\ . .' 
deouate 
( )-
2 
Uninteresting 
( ) 
Unfavorable 
( ) 
Limited 
( ) 
'l'i.:ICTHESS 1\JID PRO::JU.NCIATION: 
;atisfactory 
( ) 
_,·-[ 0? '·TORDS : 
1-
>0red 
r ) 
.' F' -CONTROL : 
:et 
) 
P.FES 0:<' ENERGY: 
~ k 
TFOR.N BERA.VI OR: 
-~ard 
) 
SONALITY~ 
t agonizing 
( ) 
,CER.ITY: 
··- - -incere 
) 
':"C..IJD OF LANGUAGE: 
:ective 
) 
RITY OF THOUGHT: 
ntelligible 
( ) 
'EREST g 
I !ing 
lsbNING: 
' 
::i.ac i ous 
( ) 
,CLUDING REMARKS: 
-r.racting 
( ) 
UE OF TALK: 
thless 
) 
l 
II 
Faulty 
( ) 
Hesitant 
( ) 
Uneasy 
( ) 
Inactive 
( ) 
Distracting 
( ) 
Negative 
( ) 
Questionable 
( ) 
Disadvantageous 
( ) 
Confusing 
( ) 
Dull 
( ) 
Doubtful 
( ) 
Weak 
( ) 
Unimportant 
( ) 
3 4 
Commonplace ( ) Promising Excellent ( ) ( ) 
Average Advantageous Impressive 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Average Pleasing Outstanding 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Acceptable Good Excellent 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Unimpeded Easy Fluent 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Controlled Comfortable vJell-poised 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Moderate Vigorous Powerful 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Inconspicuous Effective Expert 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Neutral Pleasing Excellent ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Passable Probable Unquestioned 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Average Advantageous Skillful 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Intelligible Clear.cut Vivid 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Passable Stimulating Absorbing ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Acceptable Convincing Indisputable ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Effective Impressive ( ) ( ) 
Relevant 
( ) 
Medium Worth-while Important ( ) ( ) ( ) 
APPENDIX E 
RATER RELIABILITY 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR JUDGES RATING TAPE RECORDINGS 
(NOTE: BEFORE YOU READ FURTHER , LOOK OVER THE BRYAN- WILKE 
SPEECH SCALE) 
1 . Please rate each speaker you hear via tape 
recording by use of the Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale . 
2 . Please use one scale for each speaker . 
3 . Although the scale is somewhat self - explanatory , 
the following information is furnished : 
In the space: "Speaker ' s name" , please insert 
the number of the speaker being rated (original rater will 
furnish this to y ou ) • Along side of this number please 
indicate the purpose of the speech given by the speaker 
and being rated by you (original rater will furnish this 
to you) . 
In the space: ttRater", please insert your initials . 
In the .space: '•nate", insert today ' s date . 
You will NOT rate the following areas which appear 
on the scale: #2:-FERSONAL APPEARANCE, #6. SELF- CONTROL, 
and #8 . PLATFORM BEHAVIOR. 
4. RATIONALE: The purpose of this rationale is to 
demonstrate briefly the basic concept of the original rater 
for the purposes of applying the Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale 
to the speeches you are about to hear via tape recording . 
The speakers you are about to listen to and rate are 
American college unde r graduates , non-speech majors , enrolled 
in a required Public Speaking course presented in the 
College of Liberal Arts , Northeastern University , Boston , 
Massachusetts, during the fall and winter terms, the 1959-
6- academic year. A good public speaker is considered to 
have the ability to communicate ideas , thoughts and feelings 
to an audience in terms of having something worthwhile to 
say; who says that something clearly , sincerely , unhesitat -
ingly , enthusiastically and with poise ; who , by doing this , 
achie ves a desired response in his audience . 
-
5. Please listen to the tape recorded speeches . On 
the Bryan-Wilke Speech Scale, please check the word which 
best characterizes the speaker in each of the areas of the 
scale. In checking a specific word along the five - point 
continuum of the scale, you are giving a score to that 
particular speaker for that particular area . For example: 
1 2 
11 1 • OPENING REN'JARKS 
Disadvantageous Uninteresting Commonplace Promising 
( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Excellent•t 
( ) 
In this example , the rater considered the opening remarks 
to be promising ; the rater checked the word "Promising", 
and for noPENING REMARKSn the speaker received a score of 
114". 
6. The minimum time of a speech to be rated: 
1~ minutes . 
...-- .------
APPENDIX F 
Actual - Self , Ideal - Self Coefficients of Correlation and 
Actual-Self , "How I think others see me'' - Self Coefficients 
of Correlation for the Better and Poorer Speakers 
Better s12eakers Poorer Sr!eakers 
Subje ct If. r A : I r A :0 Subject If.. r A:I r A :0 
1 .35 .35 I .42 
· 39 2 .25 . 28 2 .24 . 01 
~ .11 . 29 4 •47 :~ . 66 . 67 • 3 . 22 
•43 ~ . 32 ·34 6 . 26 • 0 . 32 .31 
7 .42 ·44 7 .11 .25 8 
·45 .51 8 . 26 .35 
9 . 22 . 31 9 . 26 . 26 10 .20 . 27 10 .11 . 21 
11 
·37 ·3 7 11 .16 -40 12 .58 .57 12 . 22 .40 
i~ . 36 ·39 i~ .46 .40 .37 . 24 .19 .16 
15 . 31 . 29 15 .18 . 20 
16 ·~4 ·43 16 ·R5 .54 17 • 9 
·49 17 • 0 -39 18 
-33 ·45 18 .26 .08 
19 .52 .52 19 .17 .53 20 . 28 .31 20 .11 
·43 21 .15 .25 21 .08 .18 
22 
·49 .55 22 -.13 .32 
~~ .27 .22 ~4 ·43 :~~ .35 .24 .12 25 .18 .40 25 .53 • 1 26 .38 .46 26 . 21 .23 27 .27 .45 27 .40 
-37 28 
·33 .32 28 . 30 .27 
29 
.16 . 23 29 -34 . 30 30 . 2 .46 30 . 24 .5o 
A :I mean r = 
· 33 A:I mean r - .27 -
A:O mean r - .38 A:O mean r -
·34 - -
- -
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APPENDIX G 
Fisher ' s z Equivalents of the Actual - Self , Ideal -Self 
CoefficieEts of Correla tion and the Act ual - Self, "How I 
think others see me" - Self Coefficients of Correlation for 
the Better and Poorer Speakers 
Better s:eeakers Poorer s:eeakers 
Subject If_ z A :I z A:O Subject # z A: I z A: 0 
1 
·3l . 35 1 :~' . y_l 2 .2 . 28 2 - .12 
' 
.11 .30 
' 
.,q
·47 
. 78 .81 • 6 .50 
~ . 22 -34 ~ ·33 -35 . 27 
.,0 ·33 .32 7 ~45 • 7 7 .11 . 25 
8 .48 .55 8 .27 
-37 
9 .22 . 31 9 .27 . 27 
10 . 20 . 27 10 .11 .21 
11 .38 .38 11 .16 .42 
12 . 65 . 65 12 . 22 .42 
i~ .37 .41 i4 .48 .42 ·39 .24 .19 .16 
15 .32 . 29 15 .18 .20 
16 - 3~ -45 16 .6o . 6o 17 .5 .52 17 .42 .41 
18 
·33 .48 18 . 27 . 08 
19 .58 .58 19 .17 .58 
20 .30 . 31 20 .11 .46 
21 .15 . 24 21 . 08 .18 
22 .52 . 62 22 
- .16 
.,3 ~' . 27 .22 ~' ·4 • 1 -35 . 24 .12 .52 25 .18 .41 25 .59 . 71 26 .40 . ~o 26 . 21 .23 27 . 27 . 8 27 
-42 - 3~ 28 
-34 ·33 28 .31 . 2 
29 .17 . 23 29 
-34 .31 30 . 29 .48 30 .24 .55 
A:I mean z = 
.,4 A :I mean z = . 28 A:O mean z = • 0 A :0 mean z = .34 
Corresponding £ A:I = -33 Cor responding £ A:I = . 27 
Corresponding£ A:O - .38 Corresponding £ A:O -
·33 - -
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